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shall be glad to do so. As I have previ-
ously stated, I am very anxious to star
at the beginning of the calendar, because
I am interested in the first bill on the
calendar. I believe that we shall be able
to start at the beginning of the calendar
at the next call. I do not think there
will be any trouble about it.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I quote
from the REcorp the statement referred
to in the observations just made by the
distinguished Senator from California
[Mr. KNowranp]l, I read from page
12199:

Mr. Enowranp. I wonder whether the
Benator could give some indication to Mem-
bers of the Senate as to when it may be pro-
posed to have a call of the calendar, begin-
ning at the beginning of the calendar? I
have had a number of inquiries in regard to
the matter, and the time is running.

Mr. Lucas. I am unable to say to my
{riend from California at this time. It seems
to me that might be done probably the next
time we call the calendar.

Mr. ENOWLAND, There are & number of
bills to which there was but one objection,
which objection has been gotten out of the
WAaY NOW.

Mr. Lucas. Whe Senator 1s correct.

He did not give any assurances. A few
days ago I asked if he would not return
to the beginning of the calendar.

I withdraw the request, if my dis-
tinguished friend the Senator from Ala-
bama will not give me that assurance.
I am rather surprised; it is the first time
in a long while that when I have asked
unanimous consent in connection with a
matter as small as this one, I have been
refused. There is no particular issue
about the bill.

I say to the distinguished Senator that
when he confers with the majority lead-
er, I think he should arrange that at
least Calendar No. 570, Senate bill 1165,
be included in the call of the calendar.
If it is not, I shall be forced to object
to having any bills called beyond where
we leave off today, unless that consent
is given.

Mr. HILL, Mr. President, I shall be
delighted to convey to the majority lead-
er what the minority leader has had to
say. My only reason for not acceding to
the request of the minority leader is that
other Senators are interested in bills
similarly located on the calendar; and
if we take up one, we have to take up the
others. That is the reason.

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President,
inasmuch as we have been talking about
the call of the Calendar, I wish to make
this observation with respect to the bills
coming toward the end of the calendar.
In respect to future calls of the calendar,
I feel that I shall be constrained to ob-
ject to the consideration of any bill that
has not been in the hands of Senators
with a committee report for at least 2
days. Certainly it is a very dangerous
practice for us to pass bills which have
just been received from committees. I
feel that I must serve notice that in the
future I shall have to object to the con-
sideration of bills which have not re-
ceived longer consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be interested to know that today
the Senate has passed 94 bills or other
measures.

AUTHENTICATED
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EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. HILL. I move that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of execu-
tive business.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to the consideration of
executive business.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, HoEY
in the chair) laid before the Senate mes-
sages from the President of the United
States submitting several nominations,
which were referred to the Committee on
Armed Services.

(For nominations this day received, see
the end of Senate proceedings.)

CONVENTION CONCERNING FREEDOM OF
ASSOCTATION AND PROTECTION OF THE
RIGHT TO ORGANIZE—REMOVAL OF IN-
JUNCTION OF EECRECY

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair lays before the Senate Executive S,
Eighty-first Congress, first session, a
convention concerning Freedom of Asso-
ciation and Protection of the Right To
Organize, adopted by the International
Labor Conference at its thirty-first ses-
sion, held at San Francisco June 17 to
July 10, 1948. Without objection, the
injunction of secrecy will be removed
from the convention, and the convention,
together with the President's message,
will be referred to the Committee on
Foreign Relations, and the message from
the President will be printed in the REc-
orRp. The Chair hears no objection.

The message from the President is as
follows:

To the Senate of the United States:

With a view to receiving the advice and
consent of the Senate to ratification, I
transmit herewith an authentic text of
the Convention (No. 87) concerning
Freedom of Association and Protection
of the Right to Organize, adopted by the
International Labor Conference at its
thirty-first session, held at San Fran-
cisco June 17 to July 10, 1948,

I transmit also for the information of
the Senate the report of the Secretary of
State regarding this convention, to-
gether with a copy of a letter addressed
by the Secretary of Labor to the Secre-
tary of State with respect to the con-
vention.

Harry S. TRUMAN.

TuE WHiTE House, August 27, 1949.

(Enclosures: 1. Report by the Secre-
tary of State. 2. Copy of letter from the
Secretary of Labor. 3. Authentic text of
convention (No. 87) concerning Freedom
of Association and Protection of the
Right To Organize.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
are no reports of committees, the clerk
will proceed to state fhe nominations on
the calendar.

ARMY NOMINATIONS PASSED OVER

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
sundry temporary appointments in the
Army.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask that the nominations go over tempo-
rarily. I wish to study the law under
which the appointments have been made,
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the nominations in the
Army will be passed over.

Mr, HILL. Iunderstand that that ap-
plies to all the Army nominations on the
calendar.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair inquires whether that is the in-
tent of the Senator from California.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Yes; that applies
to the three brigadier general nomina-
tions, which are the only new reports on
the Executive Calendar,

RECESS TO MONDAY

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, as in legis-
lative session, and in pursuance of the
order of the Senate previously entered,
I move that the Senate stand in recess
until 11 o’clock a. m. on Monday next.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 2
o'clock and 33 minutes p. m.) the Senate
took a recess, the recess being under the
order previously entered, until Monday,
August 29, 1949, at 11 o’clock a. m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate August 27 (legislative day of June
2, 1949):

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Paul H. Griffith, of Pennsylvania, to be
Assistant Secretary of Defense.

Marx Leva, of Alabama, to be Assistant Sec-
retary of Defense,

Wilfred J, McNeil, of Iowa, to be Assistant
Becretary of Defense.

SENATE
Moxnpay, AvGust 29, 1949

(Legislative day of Thursday, June 2,
1949)

The Senate met at 11 o’clock a, m., on
the expiration of the recess.

Rev. George M. Docherty, B. D., min-
ister, the North Church, Aberdeen, Scot-
land, offered the following prayer:

O Thou who art the Lord of Lords, and
the King of Kings, before whom the na-
tions of the earth are a very little thing,
in simple and contrite and penitent
faith we would seek in this moment of
prayer a glimpse of eternal things that
what we do and decide this day may have
divine significance.

We remember before Thee with
thanksgiving the President of this great
land, In his high office, where he must
ever know the loneliness of great de-
cisions, grant unto him always Thy
presence and Thy peace, and encompass
him with continuing strength for all his
tasks, We commit unto Thee, with con-
fidence, all who are set in authority over
us in this Jand. Grant unto each one to
declare the fruth in love and without
fear; set clearly before them their duty
and endow them with courage to do it.

O Lord, Jesus Christ, who in the midst
of the storm did slumber at the prow of
a frail ship, and brought calm to men's
hearts in rebuking the tempest by Thy
word of peace, still speak this word to-
day to men’s hearts, gripped by fear and
uncertainty of the future, and enable us
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always above the tumult of life to hear
Thy still small voice speak to us.
O Thou who hast refreshed us with the
wogship and recreation of the Sabbath,
hath awakened us to a new day with
all its challenge and promise, so teach us
always to live that every moment of
every day can be for each one of us
indeed to walk with God.
Through Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen.
THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr, Lucas, and by unani-
mous consent, the reading of the Jour-
nal of the proceedings of Saturday, Au-
gust 27, 1949, was dispensed with.
NATIONAL MILITARY ESTABLISHMENT

APPROFRIATIONS

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 4166) making appropri-
ations for the National Security Council,
the National Security Resources Board,
and for military functions administered
by the National Military Establishment
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1950,
and for other purposes.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I am
about to suzgest the absence of a quorum.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, before
the majority leader suggests the ab-
sence of a quorum, let me say that, un-
der the unanimous-consent agreement,
the time shall be divided equally between
11 and 2 o'clock. The time when the
vote will be taken is pretty close, and I
wondered if the majority leader had con-
sulted both the proponents and the op-~
ponents to ascertain whether they
wanted a quorum call,

Mr, LUCAS. I think we had better
have a quorum call.

Mr. WHERRY. Then I wish to pro-
pound 2 parliamentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
will state it.

Mr. WHERRY. Inasmuch asthe Sen-
ate has agreed to vote on the McClellan
amendment at 2 o'clock, is a point of
order good against the McClellan amend-
ment now, since an agreement has been
made to vote upon it?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
is inclined to think not, but the Chair
will reserve his decision. So that there
will be no misunderstanding, the time
taken up in the quorum call wil] be
equally divided between the two sides.

Does the Senator from Illinois sug-
gest the absence of a quorum?

Mr. LUCAS. I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre-
tary will call the roll.

The roll was called, and the following
Senators answered to their names:

Alken Hayden MeClellan
Anderson Hendrickson  McFarland
Erewster Hoey McKellar
Byrd Ives Miller
Capehart Johnston, S. C. Neely
Donnell Eefauver Rokertson
Eastland Kerr Schoeppel
Ellender Kilgore Thomas, Okla.
Flanders Larger Wherry
Fulbright Leahy Wiley
Glliette Long Withers
Graham Lucas Young

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is
not present.

The Secretary will call the names of
the absent Senators.

The legislative clerk preceeded to call
the names of the absent Senators.
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Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President——

The VICE FPRESIDENT. For what
purpose does the Senator rise?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I wish to propound
a parliamentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is the
transaction of business.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I ask unanimous
consent that further proceedings under
the roll call be dispensed with, because
our time is limited today.

The VICE FRESIDENT. The absence
of a quorum was anncunced afier the
first call of the roll, so the Chair is
afraid that cannot be done.

The Secretary will resume the calling
of the names of the absent Senators.

The legislative clerk resumed the call-
ing of the names of absent Senators,
and Mr. Butier, Mr. CHAPMAN, Mr.
CuAVEZ, Mr. CoNNALLY, Mr. CorDoN, Mr.
DovugLas, Mr., DowNEY, Mr. DULLES, Mr,
Ecron, Mr. Frear, Mr. GEORGE, Mr.
GREEN, Mr. GUrRNEY, Mr. HICKENLOOPER,
Mr. Hin, Mr. HoLranp, Mr. HUMPHREY,
Mr. Jounson of Texas, Mr. Kem, Mr.
KEnowranp, Mr. MALORE, Mr. MARTIN, Mr.
McMangoN, Mr. MiLrikin, Mr. MunoT, Mr,
Murray, Mr. O ManoNEY, Mr. FEPPER,
Mr. REEp, Mr. SALTONSTALL, Mrs. SMITH
of Maine, Mr. SmitH of New Jersey, Mr,
SPARKMAN, Mr. StTENnN1S, Mr. Tart, Mr,
TayLor, Mr. Tromas of Utah, Mr. Typ-
INGS, Mr. VANDENEERG, Mr, WATKINS, and
Mr., Wirriams answered to their names
when called.

Mr. LUCAS. I announce that the
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. Hunt] is
absent by leave of the Sznate on official
business.

The Senator from Colorado [Mr.
Jornson], the Senator from South Caro-
line [Mr. MayBANK], the Senator from
Nevada [Mr. McCarranN], and the Sen-
ator from Georgia: [Mr. RUSSELL], are
absent by leave of the Senate.

The Senator from Washington [Mr.
Meacnuson] is detained on official busi-
ness.

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
MryERs] is absent on public business.

The Senator “rom Maryland [Mr.
O’'Concr] is necessarily absent.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I anncunce that
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
Barpwin] is absent by leave of the Sen-
ate on official business.

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. BRIcKER],
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
Brinces], the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
JENNER], and the Senator from Minne-
sota [Mr. Taye] are necessarily absent,

The Senator from Washington [Mr.
Cainl, the Senator from Michigan [Mr.
FErcuson], the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. Lopce], and the Senator from
New iIampshire [Mr. ToBey] are absent
by leave of the Senate.

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morsel
is absent on official business.

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Mc-
CarTHY] is detained on cfficial business.

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is
present.

Under the agreement heretofore made
the time until 2 o’clock is divided cqually
on each side, to be controlled by the
Senator from Illinois [Mr. Lucas] and
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Mc-
CLELLAN],
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Mr. LUCAS. Mr: President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The VICE FRESIDENT. The Senator
can make it only on his own time.

Mr. LUCAS. What is before the Sen-
ate at this time, if anything?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Presumably
the McClellan amendment is before the
Senate; but the agreement under which
the Senate is operating is one with which
the present occupant of the Chair has
not been familiar heretofore. It is an
agrecment to vote at a certain hour on
an amendment intended to be offered by
a certain Senator. It has not yet been
formally offered. That raises the ques-
tion whether a unanimous-consent
agreement to vote upon an amendment
at a certain hour, which amendment has
not yet been offered, but is only intended
to be offered, brings it automatically be-
fore the Senate. It seems that the prec-
edents indicate that when an agreement
of that sort is made on a matter not
pending at the moment, it brings it be-
fore the Senate. The Chair does not
wish to overrule those precedents by
holding that it must be formally offered,
which is the ordinary procedure to get
an amendment before the Senate.

Mr. LUCAS. The only thing I wanted
to inquire about was the unanimous-
consent agreement. The first sentence
of the unanimous-consent agreement
coniains the language “the amendment
intended to be proposed.” In other
words, if it is not proposed, it seems to
me that we have nothing before the
Senate. Lef us assume that the Senator
from Arkansas may not desire at this -
time to debate the amendment.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
thinks the better practice would require
the Senator from Arkansas to carry out
what was evidently his intention by
formally offering the amendment.

Mr. McCLELLAN, Mr, President,
that was my intention. I intended to
ask the clerk to state the amendment.

The VICE PRESIDENT, That pre-
sents a confused parliamentary situa-
tion. When an agreement is made to
vote at a certain hour on something
which is not even before the Senate, but
is intended to be brought before the Sen-
ate, the situation can be cleared up by
the Senator offering his amendment.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I can assure the
Chair that the intention will be carried
out. Whatever is required formally to
offer the amendment, I now do.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
suggests that the amendment be handed
to the clerk to read.

Mr. McCLELLAN. The clerk has the
amendment. I intended to ask that the
amendment be stated.

The VICE PRESIDENT., The amend-
ment will be stated.

The LecistATIVE CLERK. On page 91,
after line 12, it is proposed to insert a
new section under title VII as follows:

Sec. 708. (A) With a view to bringing
the est!mated Federal expenditures within
estimated Federal receipts for the fiscal year

ending June 30, 1950, (a) the President is
authorized and directed to make such re-
ductions in the amounts to be expended by
all agencies from any and all appropriations
and funds made avallable prior to the ex-
piration of the first regular session of the
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Eighty-first Congress, for expenditure im
such fiscal year, as will in the aggregate
equal not less than b percent nor more than
10 percent of the-total amounts estimated
for expenditure in the budget for the fiscal
year 1950 by all agencies, as adjusted to con-
form with the total amounts estimated for
expenditure under appropriations and funds
actually made avallable prior to the expira-
tion of such session: Provided, That any re-
duction in amounts estimated for expendi-
ture brought about as a result of reductions
made by Congress in the aggregate appro-
priations and funds made available to any
agency below the aggregate of estimates
submitted in sald budget (including amend-
ments thereto) for such agency, shall be
used for the purpose of computing (1) the
aggregate reduction required to be made
under this section, and (2) the over-all
limitatlon specified in section with re-
spect to such agency; and In carrying out
this section the President is requested to
give appropriate consideration to reductions
made by Congress in the appropriations and
funds made available to any agency. (b)
As used in this section—

(1) the term “appropriations and funds
made available” shall include the amount of
any borrowing authority estimated for in
the budget for the fiscal year 1950; and

{2) the term “agency’ means” any execu-
tive department, independent establishment,
or corporation which is an instrumentality
of the United States.

(B) In order to accomplish the reductions
in expenditures required by section (A), the
President is authorized to direct any officer in
the executive branch of the Government to
refraln from creating, notwithstanding any
other provision of law, any obligation or
commitment which would require an expen-
diture during the fiscal year 1950, under any
appropriaticn, fund, contract authorization,
or borrowing authority over which such cffi-
cer exercises administrative control, in such
amounts as he may deem neécessary. No
guch officer shall create any obligation or
commitment under any borrowing authority
which would require an expenditure during
the fiscal year 1950 In excess of any estimate
included in the budget (or in excess of any
estimate under any authority included in
any act of Congress enacted affer the sub-
mission of the budget for the fiscal year 1550)
with respect io such obligation or commit-
ment for such fiscal year or in excess of any
amount established by direction of the Presi-
dent under the authority contained in this
section; except that the President is author-
ized to walve the prohlbition contained in
this sentence in individual cases upon the
happening of some extraordinary emergency
or unusual circumstance,

(€C) Such reductions shall be made in &
manner calculated to bring about the great-
est economy in expenditure consistent with
the efficient operation of the Government.,

(D) No reduction of expenditures required
herein shall have the effect of reducing by
more than 20 percent the estimated expendi-
tures by any agency from appropriations and
funds made available prior to the expiration
of the first regular session of the Eighty-first
Congress.

(E) The President shall cause (a) the total
amounts estimated for expenditure in the
fiscal year 1950 (adjusted as provided in sec.
A), (b) the amount of the reduction
directed by him in obligations or commit-
ments (as provided in sec. B), and (c) the
amount of the reduction in each appropria~
tion or fund account, to be certified to the
Secretary of the Treasury, and shall make a
detailed quarterly report thereon to the Con-
gress within 15 days after the expiration of
each calendar quarter during such fiscal year.
The amounts so certified shall not be ex-
pended, or, in the case of contract authori-
zations and borrowing authority, the author-
ity, shall not be exerclsed to the ex-
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tent of the reduction. The Presldent
shall also include in the guarterly report to
Congress the actual figures showing the num-
ber of Federal employees at the beginning of
the quarter and the estimated number of
Federal employees at the close of the quarter.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I raise the
point of order at this time that this
amendment is legislation on an appro-
priation bill, and requires a two-thirds
vote to suspend the rule.

Mr, McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
Insist——

The VICE PRESIDENT. That in-
volves the question whether, when an
agreement of this sort is made to vote
at a certain time, it deprives Senators
of the right to make points of order
against the amendment. The Chair
would rather not pass upon that gues-
tion at the moment, but let the debate
proceed. In the meantime the Chair will
be studying the question whether a point
of order can be made in spite of the
agreement,

Mr. WHERRY. M. President——

- Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, this is not
on my time,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Illinois and the Senator from Ar-
kansas control the time, no matter what
the object of the Senator from Nebraska
isinrising. He cannot even make a par-
liamentary inquiry without the consent
of one or the other of the two Senators
who control the time.

Mr. WHERRY. MTr. President, will the
Senator grant me 1 minute to make a
parliamentary inquiry on my time?

Mr. LUCAS. Iraised a point of order.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Let the
Chair hear what is going on, so that we
may proceed in order, The time from
now until 2 o'clock is controlled abso-
lutely and irrevocably by the two Sen-
ators, the Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
McCrLELLAN] and the Senator from Illi-
nois (Mr. Lucas]. No other Senator has
the right to be heard on anything, except
by being yielded to by one of those Sen-
ators. Does the Senator from Arkansas
yield?

Let the Chair clear up the question as
to who has the floor.

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from
Arkansas——

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Illinois raised a point of order. He
can discuss it in his own time, but ap-
parently he does not desire to do so. The
Chair would prefer that the question be
held in abeyance until later in the dis-
cussion.

Does the Senator from- Illineis claim
the floor?

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry, in view of what the
Senator from Nebraska said in my time.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I have
not said anything yet.

Mr. LUCAS. Can the Senator from
Arkansas yield 1 minute, to be charged
to the time of the Senator from Ne-
braska?

The VICE PRESIDENT.: He cannot
yleld one minute to be charged to the
time of the Senator from Nebraska, be-
cause the Senator from Nebraska has no
time. It will be charged to the Senator
from Arkansas,
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Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
from Arkansas may yield 1 minute to
me.

Mr. McCLELLAN. The Senator frdm
Nebraska does not have to get unani-
mous consent. I yield him 1 minute.

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator is very
gracious.

Mr. President, at the beginning of the
session, I submitted a parliamentary in-
quiry as to whether, the Senate having
agreed by unanimous consent to vote
on the McClellan amendment at a cer-
tain hour, a point of order was good
against it, as being legislation on an ap=
propriation bill,

The VICE PRESIDENT.
Chair——

-Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I have
only 1 minute, if the Chair will permit
me to continue.

It is my opinion that when the unani-
mous-consent agreement was entered
into it foreclosed the right of any Sen-
ator to raise a point of order. The ques-.
tion I wish to ask is this: When will there
be time to debate the point of order?
The unanimous-consent agreement re-
quires a vote on this amendment and
every other amendment, and upon the
bill itself, at 2 o’clock,

The VICE PRESIDENT. 'I‘he time of
the Senator from Nebraska has expired.

Mr. WHERRY. I ask the question,
Mr. President.

The VICE PRESIDENT, The Chair
will answer it in due time. )

Mr. McCLELLAN, Mr, President, this
amendment contains the full text of Sen-
ate Joint Resolution 108, which was
favorably reported by the Committee on
Expenditures in the Executive Depari-
ments, on June 13 last, and is now Cal-
endar No. 485,

At the outset, Mr. President, I wish to
state that although this amendment-
bears my name as the author, I am in
fact acting in the capacity of a commit-
tee chairman, the committee having
voted to report the joint resolution to
the Senate. At this time I wish to
acknowledge and give due credit to the
efforts, assistance, and contributions
made by a number of Senators, on both
sides of the aisle, to this proposed leg-
islation. Time will not permit me to
dwell upon that, or call by name those
Senators on both sides of the aisle who-
hav: been most active, most interested,
and most helpful in processing this leg-
islation.

Mr. President, every Senator knows the:
full purpose of that resolution, the cir-
cumstances and conditions that inspired
it, and the history of its development.
The limited time of debate does not per-
mit me to review all of the proceedings
that have previously transpired. But
I wish to remind all Senators, and to
make it clear for the Recorp, that a con-
certed and consistent effort has been
made by the Senator from Arkansas,
supported by many other Senators, con-
stituting more than a majority of this
body, to have Senate Joint Resolution
108 brought up in regular order so that
it might be thoroughly debated and the
Senate be permitted to vote on it as an
independent measure—on its own merits
and in its own right.

Tha
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Mr. President, notwithstanding the
great importance of the resolution, and
the very urgent need for economy in
Government and the reduction in Fed-
eral expenditures that it seeks to achieve
in the public interest, that effort to get
this resolution before the Senate has
failed. The policy makers and the
leadership of the majority have turned
a deaf ear to our plea. They have
either affirmatively or by inaction denied
the request of some 62 Senators who
joined the Senator from Arkansas in a
formal petition to both the majority and
the minority leadership, presented to
them on June 27 last, more than 2
months ago, and appealing to them to
give the Senate a chance to vote on the
resolution.

Under these circumstances, the ex-
pressed will of a majority of the Mem-
bership of this body will be thwarted un-
less we employ the procedure now pro-
posed, namely, to offer the resolution
gs an amendment to the pending bill. I
personally regret the necessity for tak-
irg this course; but there is no other
choice, and I offer no apology for do-
ing so.

If this amendment is adopted and the
resolution becomes law, the President
will be directed to make an over-all cut
of from 5 percent to 10 percent in budget
estimates for expenditures in fiscal 1950
as adjusted by appropriations, which
would result in a minimum saving of
approximately $2,000,000,000.

Based on actions taken thus far on
appropriation bills, it is indicated that
Congress may reduce expenditures under
budget estimates by $1,750,000,000.
This saving by the Congress will not
achieve a balanced budget. The Presi-
dent’s budget estimated receipts for
fiscal 1950 at $40,984,645,347 and ex-
penditures at $41,857,777,869 and that
there would be a deficit of $873,132,522,
based upon those anticipated receipts.

Changed economic conditions and de-
velopments since the budget was sub-
mitted definitelr point to a significant
slump in Federal income.

On May 14 of this year, the Joint Com-
mittee on Internal Revenue Taxation
issued an analysis estimating that re-
ceipts would fall below budget estimates
by $2,100,000,000, which would bring the
deficit up to at least $3,000,000,000, based
upon original budget estimates of
expenditures. However, supplemental
budzet requests have been submitted to
Congress to date in excess of $375,000,-
€00, and other supplemental budget re-
quests are expected, including $1,000,-
009,000 or more in arms aid to Europe.
All of those are in addition to the original
budget estimates of expenditures, and
are to be added to the original estimates,
as we undertake to calculate whether
we are going {9 live within our income or
whether we are to go further into debt.

I may say at this point that at our
hearings we undertook to get the Secre-
tary of the Treasury to submit an esti-
mate of the anticipated decline in re-
ceipts, or to revise and modify, in accord-
ance with changed conditions, the an-
ticipated receipts. But he stated that
he was not in a position to get that in-
formation for the committee.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

The estimate of the joint committee
that receipts will fall by $2,100,000,000
is borne out by current tax collections.
The Bureau of Internal Revenue reports
receipts were off by more than $107,000,-
000 last month, as compared to the
month of July last year.

I remind the Senate that for the month
of July, the first month in the fiscal year,
only one-twentieth of the annual an-
ticipated revenues are usually collected.
So if we multiply the figure for July by
20, in order to cover tax collections for
the period of the eatire fiscal year, we
arrive at a figure representing the falling
off in receipts of more than $2,000,-
000,000,

So, Mr. President, it is not an exagger-
ation, nor is it without foundation, to
say, based on present conditions and fac-
tual information available to us, that we
are still confronted with a deficit this
year of at least $3,000,000,000.

The objective of this resolution—this
amendment—is to attain a balanced
budget or at least hold the deficit to a
minimum., That objective will not be
assailed except by those who believe we
should spend more than our income and
who want to increase the national debt.
I am bitterly opposed to that policy.
Economic instability caused by deficit
spending constitutes a much greater
threat from within to both the security
and survival of our liberties than does
the military threat of communism from
without.

The responsibility to maintain sound
fiscal policies to prevent economic in-
stability in Government rests not alone
upon the Congress, as some will argue
and would have us believe. The Presi-
dent of the United States has equal re-
sponsibility. Under our system he has
the first or initial responsibility, al-
though it may be said Congress has the
last or final responsibility. The Presi-
dent formulates the fiscal policy by sub-
mitting a budget of expenditures and
urging the Congress to appropriate the
money for his administration of the ex-
ecutive department of the Government.
We have equipped him to do that job by
creating the Bureau of the Budget and a
council of economic advisers staffed by
some 600 employees at an expense of
more than $3,500,000 annually.

The President must share this respon-
sibility. He submits a budget. He re-
quests the expenditures, and when it is
clearly indicated that his request for ex-
penditures, if granted by the Congress,
will cerry us into deficit. spending, I
maintain it is his responsibility to modify
and revise the budget he submits, unless
he wants to recommend to the Congress
and insist upon the Congress making ap-
propriations for expenditures which the
Government'’s income will not cover.™

1 do not care who shouts that the pass-
ing of this resolution is an act of politi-
cal cowardice. The President of the
United States cannot escape his share of
either the blame or the legal and moral
responsibility for any deficit that occurs
either great or small so long as the Con-
gress does not appropriate in excess of
his budget recommendations.

No, Mr. President, this is not an act of
political cowardice. On the contrary, it
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is sound legislation necessary in the pub-
lic welfare, and failure to balance the
budget or to hold the deficit to the mini-
mum this amendment makes possible
may well prove to be a stupid and dan-
gerous blunder. The risk is too greaf.
This living beyond our means in govern-
ment must be stopped. It often takes
courage to do our duty, and the duty to
maintain sound fisecal policies now is so
impelling—the safety and security of the
Nation is involved.

It will be charged that this mezsure
gives the President too much power. It
is charged also that this amendment is
unconstitutional and gives the President
of the United States too much power.
In this very bill, as already agreed by the
Senate—note this statement, Mr. Presi-
dent—we are giving to a lesser official, a
Cabinet officer, the identical power as af-
fects the national defense department,
and directing him to reduce the expend-
itures appropriated in this bill by $433,-
000,000. If this proposal is unconstitu-
tional, so is that. If this proposal grants
too much power, so does that. If the
Sacretary of Defense can be entrusted
with a half-billion-dollar reduction re-
sponsibility and power in his Depart-
ment, who is there to say that we cannot
or should not direct or trust the Presi-
dent of the United States with $2,000,-
000,000 reduction power and responsibil-
ity in all the other departments and
agencies in the executive branch of the
Government?

We have said, “We will trust the Secre-
tary with a half billion dollar reduction
and we propose to go further and say,
we will trust him with some $700,000,000
or $£9,000,000 with reference to contract
authority, directing him to cut it; and
vet we have the charge that we can-
not trust the President. If any Senator
wants to vote that way and cast that im-
plication, he may do so, of course; but I
refute the charge, and under exXisting
conditions and in the public interest, I
shall trust the President to carry out this
mandate of the Congress in the same
good faith and spirit he administers other
laws that impose duties upon him. Since
when can we not trust the President?
Who is it that is now making the charge
that we cannot trust the President, and
that he should not be given this author-
ity? Let us consider the source of it
It is coming from those who are the
strongest supporters of the President.

The representative of the Bureau of
the Budget testified before the Expendi-
tures Committee that the reduction can
be made under the authority and direc-
tion contained in this resolution. Shall
we withhold or shall we give that author-
ity and direction? Our vote for or
against this amendment will be decisive
of this issue and determine the course of
our Government’s fiscal policy, whether
we shall try to live within our income, or
if we shall go deeper and deeper into
debt. Make your choice, Mr. President.

There is a strong economy sentiment
throughout this land of ours. There has
been a lot of economy talk on the floor of
this Senate during this session of Con-
gress. Shall we practice what we preach?
Are we going to vote as we have talked?
I fervently hope, Mr, President, that we
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may take this dutiful step, that we may
now square our actions with our words
and speeches.

I respectfully and earnestly trust that
the Senate of the United States will on
this vote measure up to that standard
and quality of statesmanship that the
exigencies of the impending crisis de-
mands.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent to insert in the REcorDp as a part
of my remarks, at this point, two edi-
torials, and also a statement regarding
the deficit of $1,142,043,372 already ac-
crued in the expenditures for this year.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
BuItH of Maine in the chair). Is there
objection?

There being no objection, the editori-
als and statements were ordered to be
printed in the RECORD, as follows:

[From the Washington Post of June 29, 1949]
ATTACK ON SPENDING -

On June 23, just a week before the end of
the flscal year, the Federal budget deflcit
amounted to $888,000,000, if account is taken
of the $3,000,000,000 expended from the For-
eign Economie Cooperation Fund that the
Eightieth Congress charged against last
year's budget surplus. This financial leger-
demain deceives nobody. The fact is that
the Government is once again *in the red”
after 2 years of budget surpluses following
16 years of deficit financing. And from
present indications next year's deficit will
be considerably larger—possibly of the mag-
nitude of £3,000,000,000.

Since Congress is rightly unwilling to add
to the already excessive tax burden, espe-
clally during a business recession, the only
hope for a balanced budget in 1950 or at
least for an approach to balance lies in a
reduction of expenditures. Heretofore the
Washington Post has consistently criticized
the kind of budget pruning that takes the
form of indiscriminate percentage cuts.
However, attempts to reduce expenditures
by scrutinizing and trying to Justify specific
reductions carried in appropriation bills
have falled to effect substantial savings in
outlays. | Consequently, as we pointed out
some weeks ago, an over-all reduction of ex-
penditures on a percentage basis appears to
be the only feasible method of making a
sizable cut in Government spending.

That is evidently the opinion of a major-
ity of the Senate, for 62 Members have signed
a petition urging action on a resolution ap-
proved by the Committee on Egpenditures
in the Executive Departments which directs
the President to make reductions in aggre-
gate budgetary expenditures of at least b
percent and not more than 10 percent for
the fiscal year 1950. This proposal does not
call for uniform departmental and egency
cuts, The President would have discretion-
ary authority to vary the amount of reduc-
tions; no department or agency would have
its expenditures cut by more than 20 per-
cent, while In some cases expenditures might
remain unchanged or cut only slightly. The
aim, in short, is to compel the executive
branch of Government to resurvey the entire
spending program and trim it In such man-
ner as to “bring about the greatest economy
in expenditure consistent with the eflicient
operation of the Government.”

This resolution is, to be sure, a sorry con-
fession of legislative impotence to restrain
congressional spending proclivities. In ef-
fect it calls on the executive branch of the
Government to do what should have been
done by House and Senate committees when
sppropriation meacures Were under consid-
eration. But legislators frankly admit that
present methods of handling appropriation
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bills and the bewildering number of items
carried in such bills make an efficient job
of legislative budget paring an almost im-
passible task. The President's advisers in
the Budget Bureau are without doubt much
better equipped to undertake this belated
Job of cutting Government costs than Con-
gress.

Benator Bymp has called attention to the
fact that more than $16,000,000,000 of Gov-
ernment expenditures represent legal or
moral commitments of the Government that
are virtually untouchable, such as interest
on the public debt, veterans’ pensions and
benefits, and grants-in-ald to the Btates.
This means that savings would have to be
concentrated In a restricted area, the full
burden of the over-all reductions being
borne by other spending programs. It will
be a difficult tzsk, therefore, to reduce ex-
penditures sufficlently to cover a prospective
deficit of several billion dollars, However,
the cholce lles between cutting those expend-
itures, increasing taxes, or passively submit-
ting to a return to deficit financing. And,
as Senator BYrp says, “If increasing taxes or
deficits to meet continuously higher expendi-
tures is to be our course it is obvious that
neither our system nor our form of govern-
ment can endure.”

[From the New York Herald Tribune of June
24, 1949]

ECONOMY'S LAST STAND

The device of a 5- or 10-percent horizontal
slash in Federal spending is a crude one,
beyond any doubt. Placing the responsibil-
ity for carrying out such a cut upon the Presi-
dent, as proposed by the Senate economy co-
alition, is an evasion of congressional respon-
sibility. But the fact remains that this plan,
for all its faults, is virtually the only hope
of bringing the national budget within sane
limits; it is certainly the only way of reduc-
ing Government expenditures which will not
place a disproportionate part of the economy
burden upon a few measures and agencies—
notably the foreign-ald programs.

Mr, Truman has stubbornly resisted any
effort to pare his budget estimates. The
House has passed the regular appropriation
bills with some reductions, but has given
the President more than he asked in author-
izations. The Senate is still holding up
many spending measures, either in commit-
tee or in conference, but in the bills which
it has passed, despite Republican efforts, it
has tacked about half a billion onto the sums
approved by the House. The fiscal year ex-
pires next week, and the danger of hasty
and irreparable action is very great. Neither
the President nor Congress can congratulate
themselves on their statesmanship in han-
dling this vital aspect of government—but
while the possibility of correcting some of
the damage remains, it should be done with
the means available.

The Senate—a bipartisan majority of it,
at least—Iis ready to direct the President to
apply the ax to his own budget, setting a
goal of from 5§ to 10 percent. The adminis-
tration leaders in the Senate have been at-
tempting to stall action on the proposed
resolution, but the pressure for It is very
great—much greater than could be obtained
for. cuts in any individual spending bill.
The resolution should pass. The alterna-
tives are deficit financing or reductions in
foreign ald and military appropriations
which would have a very serious effect upon
this Nation’s security. Neither of these is
pleasant to contemplate, although Mr. Tru-
man apparently views the former with equa-
nimity, He must be jolted out of his com-
placent assumption that the Nation’s taxing
and borrowing power can be adapted to any
budget requirements which he may put for-
ward; that the one ls capable of indefinite
expansion while the other is as inflexible
as the law of the Medes and the Persians,
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At this late stage in the session, the Senate
resolution offers the only means of doing so.
It is, In grim truth, economy’s last stand.

FEDERAL DEFICIT WORSENS

The following table (derived from the cur-
rent daily Treasury statement) shows a 43-
percent increase in the budget deficit dur-
ing the first 8 weeks of the current fiseal
year over the deficit for the same period of
the prior year—{rom £1,142,043, 372 to §1,633,-
189,643. About a third of this worsening is
due to smaller receipts and about two-thirds
to heavier expenditures.

Budget deficit to date (8 weeks), last year
versus this year

July 1 to Aug, | July1to Aug.
24, 1048 4, 194
Receipts_____._....| $4, 260,862 621 44,113, 594, 55
Expenditures. ... 15, 408, 905, 993 5, 746, 734, 101
Ceficit, first 8
weeks. ... 1 =1, 142,043 372 =1, 633, 139, 543

1'The Daily Treasury Statement of Aug. 24, 1049, has
teen adjusted to make expenditures truly compardible
betwaen this and last year (by adding in $362,102,856-of
ECA expenditures during this period which were paid
from a very large trust fund ereated by statute from the
prior year’s tudget surplys), '

Mr. McCLELLAN. Madam President,
I yield 10 minutes to the senior Senator
from Virginia,

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I am
supporting the pending resolution, but
I should have much preferred that Con-
gress make the necessary reductions in
expenditures. '

I appreciate the fact that in the eriti-
cal situation confronting us, with a defi-
cit of from $5,000,000,000 to $8,000,000,-
000, which is certain in the present fiscal
Year, it is the duty of Congress to reduce
expenditures. I voted for the reductions
as proposed in the individual appropria-
tion bills as they came before the Senate.
One of the reasons why it is difficult for
Congress to make the reductions is that
we do not have a consolidated appropria-
tion bill.

The Senate Calendar shows that 18
appropriation bills haye been introduced
in this session, and, although the fiscal
year expired 60 days ago, only 7 of the
bills have actually been enacted to date.

There was never a time when the Con-
gress could more effectively consider ap-
propriations as compared to revenue than
during the present session. It is also true
that to some it was not definitely appar-
ent that a large deficit would occur, until
the recession in business conditions with-
in the last 90 days brought about a re-
duction in the estimated Federal tax rev-
enue,

Today the chaotic condition of our ap-
propriations, the worst in the entire his-
tory of the United States, emphasizes
again the necessity of adopting a con-
solidated appropriation bill, the resolu-
tion for which is now pending on the Sen-
ate Calendar with unanimous approval
of the Senate Rules and Administration
Committee. Representative Cannon,
chairman of the House Appropriations
Committee, has advised the House that
next year his committee will adopt the
consolidated appropriation plan. The
situation now confronting us could have
been avoided if there had been a con-
solidated appropriation bill, because we
could have reduced the bill itself on the
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basis of over-all merit instead of doing
as we now propose, by asking the Presi-
dent to make the reductions.

It is because of these conditions that
I shall support the pending resolution
directing the President to make cuts in
expenditures for this fiscal year, as I
think it imperative that reductions be
made in our expenditures, in order, if
possible, to avoid, or if that be impos-
sible, to greatly reduce, the seriously
threatened deficit.

THE SITUATION

The Federal Government on June 30
closed fiscal year 1949 with expenditures
totaling $40,100,000,000, revenue totaling
$38,200,000,000, and a deficit totaling $1,-
800,000,000,

Since June 30 there have been 2 days
when Treasury receipts exceeded ex-
penditures. The cumulated deficit for
the first 45 days of the current fiscal year
was $1,700,0C0,000,

Individual income is a principal factor
in Federal revenue. In the first 6 months
of the current calendar year it dropped
from an annual rate in excess of $220,-
000,000,000 in December to about $213,-
000,000,000 in June. Under our present
tax structure Federal receipts decline ap-
proximately $1,000,000,000 with each $4,-
000,000,000 drop in individual income.

‘While the income drop during the
January-to-June period was reflected in
the deficit of fiscal year 1949 to the extent
that withholding taxes were involved, the
first effect of the income decline on busi-
ness taxes will not show up until returns
are made in fiscal year 1950.

The greatest increases in individual in-
come were recorded during the last 6
months of the last calendar year. It is
improbable that last year's increases
could be equaled from now until
January—even in the event of a fourth
round of wage increases,

1850 REVENUE

In these circumstances there is no
reason to expect Federal revenue for fis-
cal year 1950 to equal the $38,200,000,000
collected last year. It is virtually certain
receipts this year will drop at least $1,-
000,000,000 to not more than $37,200,-
000,000.

1950 EXPENDITURES

When the President submitted his
budget in January he requested author-
ization for Faderal expenditures totaling
$42,000,000,000. But this figsure did not
include expenditures to be required for
the military arms program for Europe,
remote area aid (under the President's
foreign policy point 4), veterans’ supple-
mentals, or postal deficits in lieu of in-
creased postage rates. When these items
are added to the requests as they were
made in January by the President, total
expenditures would amount to $45,000,-
000,000,

1950 DEFICIT

Thus, by the best calculations possible
at this time, it may be estimated that the
1950 deficit will be between $5,000,000,~
000 and $8,000,000,000.

This estimate, of course, is subject to
revision on the basis of such limitations
on the availability of funds for expendi-
ture in the current year as Congress may
write into the appropriation bills. The
extent of these limitations cannot be
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estimated now, with half the budget still
awaiting enactment,

Whatever the deficit may be, it will be
added to a Federal debt which already
is more than a guarter of a trillion dol-

lars.
M'CLELLAN PROPOSAL

It is with these prospects in view that
the Senate now comes to consideration
of what is referred to as the McClellan
proposal, directing the President to re-
duce by an aggregate of from 5 to 10 per-
cent “the total amounts estimated for
expenditure for fiscal year 1950 by all
agencies,” with cuts made by Congress
taken into account.

In view of the present condition of ap-
propriation legislation, it is virtually im-
possible at this time to make any intelli-
gent revision of expenditure estimates.
Therefore, only the President’s January
estimates are available as a basis for pro-
Jjecting the reduction to be accomplished
under the pending formula. And to
these we must add the 1950 costs of the
European arms program, remote area
aid, postal deficits, and other supple-
mental requests which have been sub-
mitted since January.

NOT ENOUGH

If the fiscal legislation finally to be
enacted should not change the Presi-
dent's January estimates, plus his sup-
plemental requests, in the aggregate, the
McClellan proposal, with the economies
offered by Congress, may be presumed to
result in reductions totaling hetween
$2,250,000,000 and $4,500,000,000, on a
full-year basis.

This reduction would not balance the
budget even if estimated expenditures
were held to the $42,000,000,000 figure
originally requested by the President in
January, before the costs of the Euro-
pean arms program, the remote area aid
program, and the postal deficits were
added.

But it is a step in the right direction.

The Senator from Virginia is support-
ing the proposal by the Senator from
Arkansas because it is a step in the right
direction, but he would prefer action
precluding defizit spending.

REDUCIIONS CAN BE AIADE

As one who for 16 years has made a
constant study of Federal fizcal opera-
tions, the Senator from Virginia does
not hesitate to venture the assertion that
four and one-half billion dollars, and
more, could be intelligently deleted from
the expenditures estimated for fiscal year
1950 without impairment of a single
necessary Federal function, service, or
activity. :

Madam President, I make the state-
ment without fear of successful contra-
diction, that there is nof a single agency
of the Government which cannot reduce
expenditures by 5 or even 10 percent and,
with due economy, cannot continue to
render the same service to the Govern-
ment, and perhaps better service.

Secretary Johnson emphasized that a
few days ago when he reduced the per-
sonnel of the armed services by 135,000.
He stated that he did not want to tol-
erate any longer the boondoggling, as he
expressed it, which was existing in the
armed services.
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Moreover, personal examination of
every expenditure item in the 1,360-page
budget document submitted by the Presi-
dent for the current iiscal year reveals
that the aggregate of estimated expendi-
tures can be reduced by four and one-
half billion dollars and more, without
defaulting or reneging on a single fixed
charge, imperative obligation, or non-
deferrable commitment.

BALANCED BUDGET

If we were to avoid deficit spending
and curb expenditures to the level of a
balanced budget, we would preclude pil-
ing new debt on top of the postwar base
of a quarter of a trillion dollars. And
most important, we would promote sound
progress and solid prosperity not only at
home but throughout the free democratic
world. ;

The budzet could be balanced if:

First. National defense expenditures
were reduced to $12,000,000,000, which
would still be more than they were in
1949;

Second. If foreign-aid expenditures
were reduced to $5,750,000,000, which
would still be a billion more than they
were in 1949; and

Third. If expenditures for the rest of
the Government, exclusive of interest on
the debt, were reduced to $14,000,000,000
which would still be a billion dollars more
than these expenditures for the rest of
the Government in 1948,

MANDATE FOR I “XIMUM

The Senator from Virginia repeats, he
would prefer that a balanced budget be
required; he has shown how it could be
achieved without impairment of the
Government’s integrity or essential fune-
tions. But in the absence of prospects
for such action at this time, he urges
adoption or the McClellan proposal with
a solidarity of approval which will make
its maximum application a mandate.
There need be no fear that such action
necessarily would result in defaulting or
reneging on any fixed charge, imperative
obligation, or on any commitment which
cannot honorably be deferred.

In support of this contention with re-
spect to reductions under the MecClellan
proposal the Senator from Virginia
submits:

First. A billion dollars could be saved
by eliminating, or postponing until a
more appropriate date, the nonessential
proposals among the 40—mostly domestic
civilian—which the President has sub-
mitted requiring new legislation.

Second. On the basis of testimony by
former Secretary Royall, and Secretary
Symington, and the recent report by
former President Hoover, another bil-
lion could be saved, exclusive of civilian
personnel reductions, through proper
unification of the armed services.

Third. Civilian employment in the ex-
ecutive branch in the year before Pearl
Harbor averaged 1,164433. The postwar
employment low, in December 1947, was
1,995,388. Now if is more than 2,100,000.
The new budget requests 13,000 new ad-
ditional permanent positions, exclusive
of temporary appointments. Under the
budget, the pay roll would run to nearly
$6,500,000,000, If this were reduced by
$1,500,000,000, employment could still be
nearly 150 percent of the prewar total.
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Fourth. This would leave only $1,000,-
000,000, or about 3 percent, to be ab-
sorbed in all the rest of the budget. If
this could not be accomplished without
default in fixed charges, imperative obli-
gations, and nondeferrable commitments,
it would be a sad commentary on the ad-
ministrative efiiciency and the compe-
tence of Federal officials in general.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Virginia has
expired.

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, may I
have 2 minutes more?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield 2 minutes
more to the Senator from Virginia.

Mr. BYRD. From still another ap-
proach for those who wish to be more
specific, the Senator from Virginia has
analyzed every single item in the Fed-
eral expenditure budget for fiscal year
1950, To simplify this discussion he will
eliminate reference to estimates for Na-
tional Military Establishment compo-
nents, for foreign aid, for European
arms, for interest on the debt, for Fed-
eral contributions to retirement systems,
for veterans’ pensions and benefits, for
claims and judgments, and for all other
nondeferrable commitments, imperative
obligations, and fixed charges.

With these excluded, there are still
more than 300 expenditure items in the
budget which have been raised above
the figure fixed for last year. These in-
creases will be itemized at the end of the
remarks by the Senator from Virginia.

THREE BILLION DOLLARS IN INCREASES

The increases alone in these items total
nearly $3,000,000,000. More than $1,000,-
000,000 of these increases is in nearly
150 salary and expense items. Nearly
$2,000,000,000 is in more than 150 other
items. They run through three-fourths
of the independent agencies, and half of
the departments, exclusive of Military
Establishment components. The in-
creases average approximately 60 per-
cent.

Seventy-five percent of the maximum
reduction provided for in the McClellan
proposal could be accomplished merely
by eliminating the increases in the run-
of-the-mill items exclusive of the mili-
tary, European arms program, foreign
aid, fixed charges, imperative obligations,
and nondeferrable commitments.

. RECKLESS ABANDONMENT

Anything less than the McClellan re-
ductions, in a year of peace and relative
prosperity, must be regarded as reckless
abandonment by the Federal Govern-
ment of its responsibility, not only for the
Nation's solvency upon which democratic
freedom depends, but also its responsi-
bility for the elements of stability for our
free-enterprise system which supports
the Government.

Actually repetition of the deficit even
at the level of the past year is cause for
great anxiety.

How long can these deficits go on? Is
their curtailment hopeless?

QUIBBLING

It is in this situation that we are quib-
bling about who is going to reduce Fed-
eral expenditures, and how much.
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ENOUGH RESPONSIBILITY

Obviously there .is enough responsi-
bility, and enough of a job to be done, for
all to share in it.

A balanced budget is the first funda-
mental principle of sound finance,
whether it is in government, business, or
in our personal pocketbooks.

We all know there is a mutual respon-
sibility between the executive and legis-
lative branches for sound government.
We know this is accomplished best if
there is sympathetic cooperation, and
this should be backed up by overwhelm-
ing public sentiment, for the public has
some responsibility in this matter, too.

We all know that continual deficit
financing can lead only to disaster.

In a sentence, the situation is this:
There will be a deficit in fiscal year 1950;
but the deficit is bound to be less with
adoption of the McClellan proposal than
it will be without it.

Madam President, I shall not take up
any more time of the Senate, but I ask
unanimous consent that the remainder of
my remarks, which I have not time to de-
liver, be printed in the body of the
REeccorp at this point.

There being no objection, the re-
mainder of Mr. Bygrp's remarks was
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:

DEBT INCREASE

With these deficits go the continuing
prospect for increased taxes which inevitably
will come with a Federal debt that now must
climb from a postwar low of a quarter of a
trillion dollars.

Neither solid progress nor firm prosperity
can be expected here or elsewhere so long as
the Federal Government of the United States
offers only the alternatives of confiscatory
taxes—which means the woes of socialism
such as now have the British in a tailspin—
or national bankruptcy to be accompanied
by the kind of horrors not yet comprehended
by a people continually lulled by self-styled
economists who chant the vicious platitude
that nothing is wrong with this huge debt
80 long as we owe it to ourselves,

DEET 1S OURS

The debt s definitely ours—every indi-
vidual of us—if that 1s what they mean. It
is ours in the war bonds we own. It is ours
to the extent that our bank savings against
a rainy day are invested In it. It is ours to
the extent that our insurance for the pro-
tection of our families is invested in it. It
is ours to the extent that our social-security
payments against old age and unemployment
are invested in it. It is ours to the extent
to which we are taxed to pay ourselves in-
terest. And, indeed, it will be ours if the
time ever arrives when we can not pay off,
when we cannot refinance it, and when we
cannot pay ourselves the interest,

It is the Federal debt that controls our
personal security. It is the Federal debt that
controls the security of earning a livelihood
in our free-enterprise system, It is the Fed-
eral debt that controls the security of our
form of government.

THE TIME HAS COME

The time has come to stop taking chances
with it.

The time has come when we ghould reduce
it, not increase it.

Since the war, exclusive of the reduction
made with cash balances on hand at the end
of the war from war borrowing, we have re-
duced the debt less than 3 percent—In years
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of prosperity at an all-time high we have
reduced the debt on an average of less than
1 percent a year.

And now we propose to start another chain
of annual debt increases. Under the circim-
stances, there is no reason to expect the cur-
rent business recession to level off on an even
and profitable keel. And there is no reason
to expect a sound leveling off of personal
income which already has dropped from an
annual rate of $220,000,000,000 to about
$213,000,000,000 since December.

When business and income decline, tax-
revenue sources dry up and Federal tax collec-
tions fall off. We have just witnessed the
effect of reduced personal income on tax
revenue in fiscal year 1949,

EXPENDITURE RECORD
. With revenue coming down, the record of
Federal expenditures reveals that a demand
for retrenchment is not unreasonable.
The record
|In billions of dollars|

1950

1041 | 1047 | 1948 | 16040 | (pres-

Expenditure rategories) (ac- | (ac- | (ae- | fac- | ent
tual) | tual) | tual) | tual) | re-

quest)

National defense. ..... ﬁ’ﬁ‘ Mg 11 1n3 M
Foreign gid. ... cvceees 4| B} 484 Tl 6
64| 2034 1 18 | 21

1% .'-% g% 5Y| 54

6 | 134 13 { 16 | 15)g

Total._.........| 13}4| 89 | 333| 40| 0%

MILITARY EXPENDITURES

Anpnalyzing national defense expenditures,
we find in round figures that approximately
$5,000,000,000 is required to pay and main-
tain uniformed personnel and that approxi-
mately $3,000,000,000 1s required to pay civil=-
ian personnel in the National Military Estab-
listment (of course, civillan personnel re-
ductions now ordered by Secretary Johnson,
we hope, will reduce this figure). The re-
mainder represents more than $6,000,000,000
in military expenditures for items exclusive
of uniformed and civilan personnel.

To demonstrate the extent to which the
military’s postwar job has been reduced—in
some aspects, at least—official statstics show
that the need for civilian personnel employed
overseas by the military components has
been reduced by 68 percent since December
1947. But in the same period civilian em-
ployment by the military inside continental
United States was Increased by more than
100,000.

It is found that at the war peak the Mili-
tary Establishment was employing one civil-
jan for each five men in uniform. Now it is
employing one civilian for about each two
men in uniform. (This ratio will be changed
by a fraction when the new cut takes effect.)
From so vast a reduction in its overseas
responsibility—as indicated by a 68-percent
reduction in force—and from so great an
increase in ratio between civilian and uni-
formed personnel, it would appear not to be
unreasonable to reduce funds for civilian em-
ployment in the Military Establishment by
a full 33 percent, or approximately $1,000,-
000,000. The cuts recently ordered by Sec-
retary Johnson would amount to about half
that figure on an annual basis.

Without reducing funds for pay and main-
tenance of uniformed personnel, it would not
seem unreasonable—under unification—for
the remaining $6,250,000,000 in other military
expenditures to absorb a reduction of 20 per-
cent, or $1,250,000,000.

This would account for a reduction in
military expenditures of 82,250,000,000, or
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about 15 percent. A 20-percent reduction
in the military budget as a whole would save
nearly $3,000,000,000 and still leave military
expenditures at approximately their level of
last year.

FOREIGN-AID EXPENDITURES

Analyzing foreign-ald expenditures, we
fin4 that in 1948 we were spending approxi-
mately $2,000,000,000 on forelgn relief and
$2,500,000,000 for international reconstruc-
tion, development, and monetary stabiliza-
tion, and another quarter of a billion in
smaller items, such as Philippine war-dam-
‘age and rehabilitation programs, member-
ship in international organizations, ete.

In fiscal year 1950 the President proposed
to spend approximately a half-billion dollars
for Philippine war-damage and rehabilita-
tion programs, membership in international
organizations, etc. The remaining £6,250,-
000,000 was requested for forelgn relief and
international reconstruction, development,
and monetary stabilization. The arms pro-
gram is in addition.

It should be noted that after the expendi-
ture of nearly $7,500,000,000 in the 2 years
1948 and 1949 for international reconstrue-
tion, development, and monetary stabiliza-
tion, it was proposed that we still spend more
than a billion for foreign relief as compared
with approximately $2,000,000,000 in 1948.

It is suggested that after more than 2 years
of recovery programs abroad involving near-
ly $7,500,000,000, the foreign-relief programs
are due for more than a 50-percent reduction
unless it is contemplated that this country
should take on the responsibility of perma-
nently underwriting European relief.

In view of this situation, and in view of
the recorded decline in prices of materials
which are being purchased under the ECA
program, it is suggested that foreign ald
would not be reduced too sharply if it were
held to expenditures totaling 120 percent of
what they were 2 years ago. The arms pro-
gram would be in addition.
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This would result in a saving of a billion
dollars, or about 18 percent. A 20-percent
reduction would save ahout £1,300,000,000.

DOMESTIC CIVILIAN EXPENDITURES

Analyzing expenditures for domestic civil-
ian functions and activities, exclusive of in-
terest on the debt, we find that the Presi-
dent recommended expenditures of $15,250,~
000,000.

Since December 1947 civilian employmeng
in the domestic civillan agencles has in-
creased by 66,000 and the pay roll for these
agencies is now running at the rate of nearly
$4,000,000,000 a year. At the prewar emer-
gency peak employment by these agencies
totaled 910,000. Employment now is 1,222,-
000. If this employment were reduced by 20
percent, these agencies would still be em-
ploying nearly 60,000 more people than they
were at the prewar emergency peak, and their
expenditures would be reduced by #$750,-
000,000.

Exclusive of pay-roll costs these domestic
civillan agencies, under the President’'s Jan-
uary proposals, would spend approximately
eleven and one-quarter billion. Thus it is
seen that a reduction of only 5 percent in
the expenditures by these domestic civillan
agencies, in addition to reduction of em-
ployment, would bring their expenditures
down to $14,000,000,000, which would still
be a billion dollars more than they spent in
1048, The total saving would be $1,250,000,-
000, or about 9 percent. A 20-percent reduc-
tion would save about §3,000,000,000.

Thus it is seen that a 20-percent re-
trenchment could be accomplished without
disturbing fixed charges, imperative obll-
gations, and nondeferrable commitments,
and still maintain the policies of the Govern-
ment which have been promulgated in the
postwar period.

CONCLUSIONS

In conclusion the Senator from Virginia
concedes that to a degree the McClellan pro-
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posal acknowledges abdication of responsi-
bility for sound Government by both the
executive and the legislative branches of the
Government,.

It has been demonstrated that reductions
aggregating a minimum of 5 percent or a
maximum of 10 percent of the President's
expenditure estimates would be inadequate
as a device for balancing the budget and
avolding deficit financing. 3

It has been demonstrated that reductions
of 20 percent in three major categories of
Federal expenditures, exclusive of interest on
the debt, can be made without taking the
activities and functions of the Federal Gov-
ernment at home and abroad into any de-
fault on fixed charges, imperative obliga-
tions of nondeferrable commitments.

In short the retrenchment to be required
by the McClellan proposal is the least that
could be done to serve notice on the world
that the Federal Government of the United
States is consclous of its obligation to keep
this Nation solvent—that it is conscious of
the fact that anything short of this tangible
recognition probably wculd precipitate an
econcmic crisls in this Nation which could
be disastrous to our free-enterprise system.

The free-enterprise system supports the
Government of this Natlon in its present
form; no other economic gystem can do that,
If the free-enterprise system falls, the Fed-
eral Government of the United States—as it
is known to the world—will fall. If the sys-
tem and the Government falls, so wlill the
last hopes for the preservation of freedom
and democtacy in the world.

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that an accompany-
ing statement with respect to expendi-
ture increases may be printed at this
point in the REcorbp,

There being no cbjection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows: |

Items and objects of Federal erxpenditure for which increases were requested in the President’s budget recommendations ,(or‘.

fiscal year 1850

| Exclusive of estimates for Military Establishment, European arms pregrem, foreign pid, remrote erea assistance, interest on debt, eontributions to retirement, pensions and
veterans’ programs, postal defieit financing in lieu of increased rates, and other fixed charges, [mperalive obligations and nondeferrable commitments]

Balary and expense items Other items Ageney totals
No.| Agencles, objects and items Per - Per- Per-
1949 1050 | Increase %M |Nof 1049 1850 | inerease | MY INo.| 1040 1950 | Increase [Nt
crease crease Crease
1 | White House Office_ ... | $G80, 000| 1, 347, 457 $307, 457 ] ) PERE SRS REER RN —v NGRSy FRRaE 1| 1,206, 515 $1,357, 457 $150, 420 1
Exceutive Mansion and
3 $240, 004 $250, 700 $10, 696 .| S, BN LN, Mo S e s i i ([0
F o Y 2y S ARG, SRS 2 e e e R e S A 2 180,000/ 1,000, D00 820,000] 450 2 180,000| 1,000, 000 820,000 450
2 | Burcau of the Budget...... 3,138,922 3,301,875 167, 953 | I SRS R — - E T --==| 8] - 3,267,013] 3,338, 616 71, 603 2
3 | Council of Economic Ad-
e R 228 336, 506 2,278 s1inedll B I R T L R i T 4] 334,928 336, £06 2,278 1
4 | National Security Council. 157, 338 211, 000 , 662 34].._. | 157,338 211, 000 3, 662 L7
5 | National  Security  Re-
LT 2,883,182 3,023,238 1,040, 056 .| EREN, ISl LS e e o O 6| 2,883,458 3,023,238, 1,039, 780 36
0 | American_ Battle Monu-
ments Commission....... 343, 959 752,172 f (1% 3 1) SURNY MRS ) ) (L SRR S 7 €80, 850 5,042,172 4,652, 313| €57
Construction, ceme-
R el nn e s e | fa i m s A el Lt i e .- 3 B45,000( 4,800,0000 4,244, 100) BBV oulee-eiecmamenlemacmmammoeo)ecccmcsesmanfenniin
7 | Atomic Energy Commis-
SION. - eneemommem e menmaaa | 611,000, 000|721, 000, 000( 110, 000, 000 18l o L §| 632,000, 000) 725,000, 000) €3, 000,000 15
8 | Civil Serviee Commission..| 16,542, 806] 17,740,204] 1,197,308 PRk PR R FR @] 10,542, 806) 17, 740, 204] 1,197,308 T
Displaced Persons Com-
Issfon. ... = T A R T R A e Wi e 4 1,344,230] 2,146,770 802, 540 59| 10[ 1,344,230| 2, 146, 77 £02, 540 59
Federal Mediation an
Coneiliation Service: 5
Boards of inquiry.... .-l ceeecoae R e e S 5 61, 786 75, 000 13,214 e R A e e L e e e
0 | Federal Trade Commission. 3, 485, 3, 723, 000 238, 000 Vi P SRR LT, 2 SRS e e 1 d, 525, 0201 3, 748, 000 222 080 G
10 | General Acconnting Office.| 34,474, 447 35, 440, 455 975, 008 3 o o 121 36, 661, 842) 37,391,732 720, 800 2
Conservation and use
of agricultural land
TESOUTCeS, < - enosamonn [ 252, 565 266, 000 13,435 e e e e el
11 | Interstate Commerce Com-
fon. . .... 0,403,087 9, 500, 652 127, 565 P s B i i | R AT o AL ST | T 13| 11,247,070, 11,325 740 78, 670 [
R I BRI e o e s e e | S s et i i S | 7 937, 318 951, 648 14, 330 s b e s P LA S A et S, S
Locomaotive Inspection. 8 631, 954 667, 436 35, 482 I e sl s e e m s | S e R P LN
12 | National Advisory Com-
mittee for Acronauties._ .| 86, 475,000 smmmmmmommmalensannaaacas].ai..-|  14] 44,1300,000| 50,900,000 15, 60D, 000 35
Construction. % 10, 876, 5000 7,876, 5001  262i....
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Items and objects of Federal expenditure jfor which increases were requested in the President's budget recommendations for

arms program, forefgn aid, t on debt, contributions to retirement, pensions and
ans’ programs, postal deficit ﬁnmmmx I.n lieu of increased rnies a.nd other ﬂmd chnrges I.mpersnu obligations and nondeferrable commltments]
Ealary and expense items Other items Agency totals
No.| Agencies, objects and [tems Per- Por- Per-
1949 1950 | Increase | %GRt No| 1949 1060 | Tncrease | T iNo| 1040 1950 | Inorease |0t
crease crease CTERSE
13 | Nationial Archives._. §1, 433, T30)  $1, 452, 800 §49, 070 8 15 $1,462 131 §1, 404, 800) $32, 660 2
National Capital Honsing
Authority maintensnce
and t: rating title I : el ok % 302 -
properties - Ko
National Capital Park and 0{
Ti T AR L RPRRERS S PSR T RRTACRIRL P et B LS e 11 600,871 1, 501, 564 801,683 114 10/ 721,037 L3727 851,732 118
Dmtriu& of Commhin
redeve g ..... . b 12 21, 166 71, 50,030 236 - o
14 | National Med tion Bourd 338, 069 856, 670 18, 601 5 ERT IR T T R A A e
15 Retirement Board. 302,028 451, 600 B8, 672 2
16 thlipplne Wsr Damage
.............. 151, 303, 203| 165, 000, 000| - 13, 696, TO7 8l Nan
17 Bml‘thwnin.n Ir.lsﬁtut!nn —=-| 2,227,080 2,312, 500) 85, 4 4 1] Sl e
18 | National Gallery of --=-| 1,076,483} 1,081, 900 5,417 1 e =3 o e
19 | Tariff Commission_________| 1,237,206 1,328,000 90,7950  7|.._ i 17| 1,260,011] 1,341,000 100 S|
20 | Tax Court of United States 770, 212 704, 316, 24, 104 3]--. i 18] 788, 419 801, 310 12,897 8
21 | U. 8. Maritime Commis-
sion 39,200, 000( 107, 000, 0001 67,800,000, 173} 13| cceccaaanac 13, 000, 000 13, 000, 000| New
Export-Import Bank 14 146, 400, 146, 400, 000| New
Reconstruction Finance
C tion (transporta-
....... 15 1,932,000, 1,932, 000] New|_.._|...
Tennmee Valley Author-
A D AL ek SR B e P M AN SN S S il i i L o e st e m o o L M RO B b e it i o 18] 28,655, 033 48.88].&!]1 20, 208, 007 70
B e e e el 16 31 335,101 51,908, 000] 20, 6:32, 830 I Y i
Other._... S e eSS R 17| 1,057,000 2,393,000f 1,336, 000 = E Pt aonT S PR e, R e L
Antiinfiation__ 13,500, 000 11, 000, 000 440 13, 500, 000| 11, 000, 440
2 | Management
24 ﬂ":&\t Expedite 22, 776, 000 23?:&000 moﬂn i m.mﬁ ?.3?‘3?3 m“;
ousing kxpe | s d == 324, '
25 'Imﬂ!s%: ga 1, 500, 1, 500, [ SRR e s T et RN o0 R Ll B S L R B Wi B e i S
26 | National Capital Sesqui-
P B 7 — 500 00 " 500, o0 Kew|oo: bR 000|506 00| New
...... New|.... New
® Nntlonal GOt 2, 000, 2, 000, 000 N 2, D00, 000! amcm New
. ), 5 oW
29 Jntheﬂc Fuelel iR T 1, 000, 000 1, 000, 000| New|.... 100, 000, 000| 1 New
30 d A ek 711800, 000, -000] G000, 000] hamr a3 L o e L e M s el i et e e
FEDERAL SECURITY AGENCY
31 | Columbia Imstitution for
- Deal. 202, 101 315, 300 23, 199
5,187,506 5,612, 253 424, 657
3 2,322, 7800 2, 434, 645 111, 856
M versity 2,187,241 800 195, 5
35 | Office of Voeational Reha-
hiitetion: . - .. 626, 860 671, 128 44, 708 - N st e ] ) P T I [T SRS PRI
Office of Education:
Federalald. ... 18 290, 125, 000/ 260, 125, 000] New|_..
Building :md scholar-
shipsurvey.__.._....__ 19 1,000,000{ 1,000,000 New|... L
Public ealth Serviue
TB control...___. PR B LT AL BN e T 20| 8083 315 9,528 000 544, 645 . P WO | L I e PSSR P
Assistance to Btates_. Laslhiatas 21| 14,005,800) 23,852,695 9, 846, 895 e e e R e
Huspim] construction
................ cem=a-| 23| 14,007,817) 60,000,000\ 45,302,183 311)._... ce T,
Husplt.al and medical
...... 23| 22,077,450 23,966,751 1,889,301 || P el >
Mental health acti\i-
el R 24| B 507,721| 10,470,000 1,062,279 23
Fnrelg
service..__ S 256 2,505, 584 3, 262, T00| 667, 116 b L
Canecer Institute, oper-
ating expenses =8 26| 14,793,412 16,159, 1, 363, 838 (| e ) L e A A
Heart Institute, oper-
ating expense. ... o
Dental bealth activi-
17 i e o 28
Researchy comatraction. | oo b it 2 42, 380!
a6 Balaries and expenses...| 4,120,714 4, 406, 7 286, (28 7
a7 Vital statistios_ .o o.olii ool 42, 42, 625 New
a8 Water pollution. ..o |eceemcaaera- 1, 230, 1, 230, 000| New|....
Water pollution.grants. | oo ool R
Nareotic working fund. |. T (101 [
Displaced | 32 319, 500/
Hospital construction
8 e iy 33 423, 113
39 | St. Elizabeths Hospital. s 1, 088, 166/ 1, 918, 500 230, 334 1 B
40 | Bureau of Employment Be-
eurity: Grants for com-
pensation and adminis-
tration 128, 607, 4511 135, 006, 440| 6, 398, 980/
41 | Federal eredit unfons_ . _.__| .. ._.___ 176, 308 176, 308| New
42 | Medical care insurance. .. .|.c.cceeeo.. 14, 600, 14, 900, 000| New el sl e e B b a e e
43 1,832,562 1,338,831 , 260 1| 84] 075,284, 911(1,128,000,000| 152, 715, 080 TR PSS T A T L T T T LA A
a4 1,376,260 1,408, 632 117, 342 0 L5 23 %
» 14 e O 221380, ;o35 10w, 308,343, 410 2
46 Office of Commissioner. 233,880) 254,204 20,414) 9 o sssdusy e I
1; Oﬂig iorjaikdmilpgtmmi ..... 5 g?,% 2, g,m 708, 068 4 ks | e s & i e B s I e | A G o
vision of Operations._ 1 770 8 52| Wi
49 Office of General Coun- i e 5
o e e 470, 700 544, T 74, 046 , L ) PRSI i | e e [ e SR (R 271 1,380,227,4400 1,908,504,503] 528, 337, 063 38
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Items and objects of Federal expenditure for which increases were requested in the President's budget recommendations for

I
Exclusive of estimates for Militery Establishment, European arms program, foreign aid, remote area assistance, interest on debt, contributions to retirommt. pensinns and

veterans’ programs, pestal deficit finencing in lieu of increased rates, and other fixed charges, imperative obligations and

ferrable commit

Lalary and expense items Other items Ageney totals
No.| Agencies, objects and items Per- Per- Per-
1949 1850 Increase | %2 |No| 1949 1950 Increase | 0% |No| 1849 1650 Increase | SOt
crease Crease crease
FEDERAL WORKS AGENCY
£0 | Office of Administrator_.... $353, 000 £371, 000 §18, 000 L] A P O S Sept el i Ll L, S oty aeis
Pt:h]]c Buildings Adminis-
womn:
£ Salary and e é)enses in
District of Columbia_| 32, 820, 698| 34, 510, 000 1, 689, 302 R [ e e s A LS g e e TS it L
52 Balaries and expenses
outside Districr. of
Columbia-- ... ...~ 24,181, 344} 26, 320, 600, 2, 145, 256 ShachiorEElics Al et s N e e P 5 (G A -
Industrial reserve..... S e e s 86) $9, 762, 500| $14, 500,000 4, 737, 500 48 |-
Hospital Center, Dis-
triet of Columbia ] P T Loty [ el (5 S v 80, 000 400, 000 310, 000f  344]..._ e
Census Building. _ Eeefe - B e 4 800, 000 4,800, 000 New L. | o e B
Geophysical Institute '
Alaska). it | T B 200, 000 700, 500,000 2800} . it
GAO Building..__... S 3 -| 40 1,600,0001 8 441, 806| G, B41,806f 428) _._
Federal Courts Build-
ing, District of Co-
1T | e e e e (TS ot et | S-St oot P (iapgieies - v HeVpeyeent 41 1,000, 000]  5,000,000] 4, 000, 00D|
MsAngcle**postoﬂim.. 4 Pyl it 42 250, 000 750, 000 500, 000
Nashville Federal Of-
fice Building.___.____|. i ... U S (——— Iy B~ M (0 R S N
i i e sl 250,000] 900,000 650,000
on itieg. ol A
&t. Elizabeths con-
struction 45| 1,350,000/ 2, 200, 000 850, 000
_____ T L el L 150, 000 130, 000
Howard
construetion__.__ = - DAl T - 14 47| 1,600,000, 7,620,000 6, 020,000
Public Housing Ser
LT Pt 0 o [R) D BT ESR C1 EA! [ILDSr 48| 6,850, 604] 18, 038,000 11,187, 396
Remodeling,  outside
District ol CaIumhIa. 49 500, 000 3,600, 0001 3, 100, 000
Executive M 50 300, 0001 3,590,703 3,200,703
Bt. Elizabeths, repairs.. 51 125, 600 613, 000 488, 000
1. C. heating plant..__ .. 52 , 000 000 38, 000 e L
Public Roads Administra-
tion:
T LR vy o e RSy £ SN | W, S 1] P -e-| 23,500,000 23, 500,000] New|..-.|..-
Phﬂ!ppine rehabi]itn-
|1 A N e | et e i 54| 10,235 165| 17, 040,000 6, 804, 66}
Hawailan war damage. . e seeeea| 86| 1,904,347 3,000,000{ 1,005 1.1 PR
Bureau of Community
Facilities:
Water pollution grants. Frolhe e s ] S 450, 000/ 450, 000] New|_.._|.
=} Water Pollution Ad-
ministration.______.__ 73, 000 137, 000 64, 000 B e e e D ) S
Alaska Public BT e e KR S |t e LS -1 1,000,000 Ly s
Disastor 1cliel._. B S R - £BI§590, 325, D76/ 3686, 800, 801| $06, 474,825 16
53 | Bousing and Home Fi-
nance Agency:
s Office of Administrator_| 1,050,000] 1, 521, 000 471, 000 450 8 5,000 15, 000 J0,0001  200]-ccilocin cocommen it s fuis s s (e e
b Federal Housing Ad-
ministration_._..__.__ 3,008,654 6, 786,302) 2,787, 648 ) e Rt S B TSRt IR ! o S bty
Fublic Housing Ad-
ministration:
Annual contribu-
1 P cesmse| 09| 4,305 501 6,200,000 1,804, 409 I
Lol o STy o LIRS ) K a i e Ml it (s B €0} 15,000,000] 128, 213,000| 113, 213, 900| 755[...-
&6 Ealaries and  ex-
i = L 00,000 3, 510,0000 2,420,000] 3,800]._.. N S e U L [ ] L Ly e L
Alaska Housing____ e[| BLCZCIRICO I 5,000,000 y 000, 000 “New|....
57 Rescarch and ad-
ministration__.___ 50,000] 1,520,000] 1,470,000 2,040 .| cccoccaaeas e A S e s s S s w21 Ty Py
ey ety e A e Capteatl | Tl oG Mo et T i {7} MmN 10, 000, 000, 10,000, 000] New| £9...coeeen... 105, 856, 238| 105, 856, 238| New
DEPARTMENT OF
AGRICULTURE
Office of Secretary... 2,114,857] 2,212,000 97, 143 5
Research and Mar
15,248, 543| 18, ?12 316 Sl Sk e S S s e e S P e e T S e e [ CRR
591,003 871 491,868 66l e Kreas
€50, 716 ?23. 955 64, 239 10/ o
4,644, 511| 4,761, 891 117, 480 Blins e
sparc 406, 900 506, 540 49, 640 4 el
c4 A‘Iaska research 396, 000/ 040, 000 45.5.000 [ | I BRGES Sl BRI aRGE
Experiment station, pay-
ments to States._ ceiisemmmme]oeaan| G3] 7,361,082 @ 7,408,208 45,126 ) | Il =
65 | Experiment stations....___ 343, 833 875, 550 32, 217 s o
66 | Bureau of Plant Industry
[ LR S ..-| B,648,807| 8, BIS, 000 149, 003 | il
Control of forest pests G4) 3,719,702, 4, 647,067 927, 305 25 LA
Forest roads and trails. .. 68| oemioaeeaana| 8,750,000 8,750,000 New
Forest-fire cooperation. . 66, i 9,000, 000 6, 022 g
Acquisition of forest lands, 1 ST 75,000 R R T T R R
Forest emergency repair. 68 100, 000 1, 900,000 1,800,000, 1 e
Flood control. . = 00 7,562 507 13,272,428 5,709,921 e
67 | Boil Conservation Servico..| 47,817,130] 48, 543, 000 725, B70| | S i
68 | Water conservation. ...____ 323, 500 578, 000 254, 60O| 1o)== | | 5
PMA, conservation. 70| 187, 383, 335] 214, 620,000 27, 236, 665 15
69 | AAA, administrative ex-
penses 7,310, 900| 11,300,000 3,980, 100 54 -
70 | AAA, local administration_| 20, 371, 356] 46,400, 000] 20,028, 644 128!
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Ttems and objects of Federal expendiiure for which increases were requested in the President’s budget recommendations for
fiscal year 1950—Continued

[Exclusive of mlmates for Military Establishmen aid, int on debt, contriiitions to retirement, pensions and
erans’ programs, postal deficit ﬂnancmg in lieu uf im!lmd mtes, nnd nthe!' ﬂxed l‘ha.raes tmpernﬁve nhiigmlm:.s and nondeferrable conumitments]

Ealary and expense items Other ftems Agency totals
No.| Agencies, objects and items Per- Per- Ter-
1040 1950 Inercase ﬁ[‘ No.| 1940 1950 Increase | Gt INo.| 1049 1950 Increase | S0E
ci'ease Crease CTease
DEPARTMENT OF
AGRICULTURE~—Continned
$102, 310
72 82, 967
P TR il e R i Spsid A S it | et it A
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Airport aid a2 -2il..c) 81 35,000,000] 50, 710,087 15 710,087 i e e e iR T B s S AR
Alaska airport con-
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lenance 1100 1,100,0000 1,250, 000 150, 000| -] e PR PR -




1949 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 12399

Items and objects of Federal ezpenditure for which increases were requested in the President's budget recommendations for
fiscal year 1950—Continued

|Exclusive of estimates for Military Egtablistment, Furopean arms program, foreign eid, remote area assistance, interest on debt, contributions to retirement, penxlon.s and
veterans’ programs, postal defleit financing in lew of increased rates, and other fised charges, mperative obligations and nondeferrable commitments]

Ealary and expense items Other items Agency totsls
No.| Agencies, objects and items Per- ! Per- '3 Por-
1949 1650 | Increase |i* [No 1049 1950 | Increase |n%|No.| 1040 { 1o | Dnaoee ot
orease crease

INTERIOR DEPARTM ENT—
continued

Bureau of Reclamation:
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...... 111} §2, 401, £00 .
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Government in Territories: ’
Road construction ;
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107 | C Division ] 196, 750 1
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DEFARTMENT OF LABOR
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Foreign Service increase 157 427,.705| - 1,378, 624 T ] N v+ ] NN I St ol 2 T sl
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{103 Departmental detail not given.

Mr. LUCAS. Madam President, I
yiuld five minutes to the distinguished
Senator from Arizona [Mr. McFARLANDI.

Mr. McFARLAND. Madam Presi-
dent, it is only because of the deep affec-
tion and high regard I hold for the dis-
tinguished senior Senafor from Arkan-
sas that I rise at this time to give my
views as to why I am unable to support
the amendment which he has offered.

As I view it, this amendment strikes
at a foundation stone of our Govern-
ment. Our forefathers saw fit to estab-
lish three coordinated but separate di-
visions of government. That system has

“ worked well throughout all the years of
our history. It has been this system of
checks and balances that has enabled
this great Nation to endure all these
years, and ours has been the only free
democratic Government that has en-
dured for so long.

I helieve we may well consider what
this amendment would mean; what is its
effect? Upon numerous occasions on
this floor, and in the Hall of the other
House, there has been criticism of the
judiciary when it has attempted to
write into decisions legislative in-
terpretations not intended by Congress.

Likewise there has been criticism of the
executive branch of the Government
when it has made administrative inter-
pretations of laws passed by Congress
which were not in accord with the leg-
islative intent and which encroached on
the field of the legislative branch of the
Government. We have made those
criticisms, Madam President, rightfully,
because we viewed with concern any en-
croachment upon our trinity of divided
but coordinated responsibilities, :

Now we face an attempt to violate
in two particulars that division of the
Government into three separate
branches. First we are asked to dele-
gate a specific constitutional power of the
Congress—the power of the purse—to
the President of the United States. If
the President of the United States should
attempt to usurp the powers of Congress,
we would be the first to rise on the floor
of the Senate and criticize him for so
doing.

Secondly, we are asked to violate an-
other one of the principles of our Con-
stitution by directing the President what
to do. I, for one, believe that the Presi-
ident of the United States is capable of
performing the duties of his office as he

sees fit to do, and that he will do as he
thinks wise and proper within the powers
of his office. We in Congress should not
fail to carry out our duties, if we expect
this great Government to continue as it
has throughout all the years of our
history.

It is important that we guard care-
fully the separation of powers of the
three distinct branehes of Government
to which I have aliuded. We cannot,
we must not delegate  congressional
power to the President. Let us stand up
and be counted. If we want to reduce
expenditures, let us vote the reduction
ourselves. Let us not hide behind a res-
olution or amendment and say, “We want
to reduce expenditures, but we do not
want to say where they should be re-
duced.”

Mr. LONG. Madam President—— -

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Arizona yield to the Sena-
tor from Louisiana?

Mr. McFARLAND.
question.

Mr. LONG. If we desire to reduce ex-
pendiiures, does not the bill now under
consideration afford the best opportunity
we will have to cut expenditures? Is not

I yield for a
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this the largest appropriation bill that
will come before the Congress at this
session?

Mr. McFARLAND. Certainly, and we
could cut down the appropriations in this
bill, but we have not done so. We have,
in fact, voted to increase the appropria-
tions above what the committee recom-
mended. Now we are being asked to vote
to delegate power to the President of the
United States to effect a reduction for
which we do not want to take the re-
sponsibility ourselves.

Madam President, I do not care to take
up the time of the Senate to discuss this
matter in detail. I believe, just as does
the senior Senator from Arkansas, that
the budget should be balanced, but, in
my opinion, it is up to the Congress of
the United States to balance it. We
should either cut expenditures or we
should increase taxes, or do both, if nec-
essary. We should stand up and be
counted, and be willing to carry out the
duties of our office, just as we ask the
President of the United States to carry
out the duties of his office, and we should
not be attempting to direct the President
how to perform his duties.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Sz=nator from Arizona has exXpired.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I yield 18
minutes to the junior Senator from Ar-
kansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT].

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Arkansas is recognized for 18
minutes.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
should like to make one observation in
regard to the remarks of the Senator
from Arizona [Mr. McFarrannl. It
strikes me as very unusual that those
who have often supported many legisla-
tive acts increasing the power of the Ex-
ecutive should now be opposing the pend-
ing proposition because it might give the
President power which belongs to Con-
gress. I, for one, have in many instances
opposed some efforts on the part of the
executive branch fto increase its power,
and I must say that under the pending
amendment to the bill that element is in-
volved. I do not think this procedure is
one to which we should look forward as
an annual affair, or as constituting a
precedent. It is due to some very un-
usual circumstances. Among them was
the misjudgment in the early part of
this year as to what the state of busi-
ness in the country would be. Senators
will Tecall that in January we were
threatenecd with and did have consider-
able inflation. We were sent measures
which were designed to prevent infla-
tion Within the course of 2 or 3
months that whole approach to the sit-
uation was completely reversed, and we
were sent bills which were designed to
prevent depression. That had a great
deal to do with the change in attitude
toward taxes and our whole fiscal sys-
tem, and I think it delayed and pre-
vented a proper evaluation by the Con-
gress of some of the fiscal measure
which we had before us in the early part
of the year. So, while I am supporting
the pending amendment, I may say that
I would not want it to be accepted as a
precedent to be followed every year.
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With further regard to that point, I
wish to say that so far as my own record
is concerned, I voted against the repeal of
the excess profits taxes. I thought the
proposal was premature, and that it
should not have been done. It was an
administration measure, and we esti-
mated it did at that time decrease the
receipts of the Government by $6,000,-
000,000, I also voted against the sub-
sequent decrease in taxes in the Eighti-
eth Congress on the ground that in times
of good business the Government should
get all the receipts possible, and try not
only to balance the budget, but to pay
something on the national debt.

Now, however, we confront such a sit-
uation that I think it is wholly unrealis-
tic to expect any inecrease in taxes. The
sentiment is growing that in order to
maintain the business level, we should
perhaps decrease taxes, particularly in
the excise fleld. So, we are left with
only one alternative, namely, to cut ex-
penditures. I believe we have before us
the only opportunity of cutting them in
any substantial way during this Con-
gress. Therefore I think it is the only
thing that gives us any hope of bringing
the budget into better balance.

Mr. President, with regard to the
amendment offered by the Sznator from
Wisconsin [Mr. WiLey] I wish to say a
few words. The Senator from Wisconsin
tallzed at great length last Friday on the
subject of butter and oleomargarine.
As Senators know, the amendment of the
Senator from Wisconsin is one designed
to perpetuate a provision in our Military
Establishment legislation which has been
carried in it for some years, as I recall
since 1931. It is a part and parcel of the
diserimination which exists with regard
to butter and oleomargarine. This pro-
vision in effect prohibits the armed serv-
ices from the purchase of margarine.

The Senator from Wisconsin had much
to say about the influences involved in
the effort to repeal the discrimination
which has existed in legislation for many
years. I desire to make a few comments
with regard to that particular point, be-
cause the Senator tried to leave the im-
pression that this was a 5-percenter proj-
ect, or that brass hats were influencing
the movement to repeal the tax on oleo-
margarine. I think he mentioned the
oleo lobby, as he called it, and he tried
to make it appear as if it were a sectional
matter, and that only the South was in-
volved. Idonotthink there is the slight-
est justification for any of those state-
ments. /

Particularly with regard to the history
of the legislation in recent years, in the
second session of the Eightieth Congress
the House Committee on Agriculture not
only refused to report a measure to re-
peal the antimargarine laws, but voted
to table all repeal bills for the remainder
of the session. That condition had ex-
isted in that committee for many years.
The matter was concentrated in the
Committee on Agriculture of the House,
and there was a sentiment against do-
ing anything about repeal.

The significant point is that the House
itself then resorted to the unusual pro-
cedure of discharging the Committee on
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Agriculture from further consideration
of oleomargarine legislation. Members
of the Senate who have been Members
of the House know how unusual that
procedure is. It is very difficult to get a
discharge petition through the House.
Then the House voted, in the Eightieth
Congress, in favor of repeal by a vote of
260 to 106. That vote certainly does not
indicate that sectional influences brought
about such a resulf.

It will be remembered that an effort
was made to have the oleo-tax-repeal
bill referred to the Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry of the Senate, and
in the Senate a vote was taken. The
Senators believed, as shown by a vote of
47 to 30, that the legislation would re-
ceive more favorable consideration at the
hands of the Finance Committee. That
was the only real significant vote we were
able to get in the Senate. Subsequently
that bill, in the Eightieth Congress, was
unanimously reported by the Committee
on Finance of the Senate.

Early in the present session of Con-
gress the House Committee on Agricul-
ture reported a margarine bill which was,
however, completely unsatisfactory to
the advocates of repeal because it pro-
hibited shipment in interstate commerce
of colored margarine, But on April 1 of
this year the House amended the bill and
provided for complete repeal and passed
the bill by a vote of 287 to 89, an even
larger margin than before.

The record of the vote on tnis bill in
the House shows that a majority of the
Representatives of 33 States voted for it,
that is, in favor of complete repeal; and
that Representatives of 40 of the 48
States voted for it, including the States
of Minnesota and Wisconsin.

Mr. President, according to the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin [Mr, WiLeEy], who
spoke the other night, this is a southern
measure. Of course, it is nothing of the
sort. There is the most widespread in-
terest in if, as the majority leader con-
fessed the other day in a statement on
the floor. He said more appeals from
all over the country for the repeal of
antimargarine legislation have come to
him than with respect to any other single
bill before the Sznate. I must say that
the majority leader ought to bring up the
bill and dispose of it and stop the con-
tinual controversy that goes on and in-
Jjects itself into bills such as this. Iknow
of no way to stop it until we repeal the
basic legislation—legislation which is
absolutely unjustifiable.

The sentiment for repeal of antimar-
garine laws is evident in the States as
well as in Congress. In 1949, for ex-
ample, 10 States repealed or modi-
fied their antimargarine statutes. Since
1939, 31 States have taken such action.
Governor Warren, in signing the Cali-
fornia repeal bill on June 28, 1949, said:

The long-standing prohibition on coloring
is an unjust discrimination against a good
product * * *, I would like to compli-
ment the dalry interests who 'also recognize

this fact and who withdraw their opposition
tothe bill *  * * TIn fact, several (State)
senators from districts where dairy farming
is of great importance cast their votes in fa-
vor of this legislation,
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Repeal of the antimargarine law 1is
also a plank in the Democratic platform
of 1949, So it certainly is not a measure
which is sectional, nor is it one which re-
lies upon 5 percenters or any of the
other lobbyists referred to by the Sena-
tor from Wisconsin on last Friday.

This particular discrimination against
margarine has been included in the mili-
tary appropriation bill since 1931, Last
year it was included in the bill as it came
from the House and as reported by the
Senate committee. On the floor of the
Senate I offered a motion to delete the
prohibition, and it was agreed to. In
spite of this action by the Senate, and
the action of the House in voting over-
whelmingly to repeal other restrictions
on oleomargarine, the conferees on the
last night, and at the last minute before
adjournment—and everyone will recall
how confused the situation was here and
in conferences during the last few hours
before we adjourned for the conventions
in Philadelphia—I repeat, at the very
last minute, after the Representative
from my State had left the meeting, the
conferees reinserted that same provision.
That is how the provision got into the
_bill, and I certainly did not know it until
after it had been done, and I think many
of the members of the conference did net
know it until the next day.

Last year the House Armed Services
Committee reported to the House a sepa-
rate bill which would have repealed the
provision in the law which we are now
discussing, and which it is sought to have
inserted by the amendment of the Sena-
tor from Wisconsin. I wish to read at
this time a few statements from the re-
port of the House Armed Services Com-
mittee. From pages 2 and 3 of that re-
_port, House Report No. 2270, Eightieth
Congress, I read the following:

The basic Issues involved in the proposed
legislation are very simple and can be re-
_duced to the following guestions:

- 1, Is the nutritive value of oleomargarine
equal to or superfor to that of butter?

I want to clarify the matier. This is
not on the general legislation, but is pre-
cisely on the provision that is now under
discussion, and the Armed Services Com-
mittee is here discussing whether or not
it is justified. I continue to read from the
report:

" This question was answered by several
experts who testified that there i no dif-
ference in the nutritive value of these two
products with respect to digestibility or other
factors, provided that oleomargarine is forti-
fled with vitamin A.

Earliex forms of oleomargarine did not con-
tain vitamin A, which is normaily present in
butter in varying amounts, depending upon
the season of the year. However, pursuant
to standards established by the Food and
Drug Administration a few years ago, all oleo-

arine must now be fortified with a mini-
mum of 9,000 USP units of this vitamin., In-

‘ deed, most commercial forms today contain
15,000 units per pound.

As a matter of fact, more than 99 per-
cent today contain 15,000 units per
pound.

2. The second question is whether oleo-
margarine is equally acceptable from the
psychological standpoint, bearing in mind
such factors as the food habits of con-
sumers.
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- In answer to this gquestion representatives
of the services testified that there is no past
experience upon which they can base any
opinion as to the troop acceptability of oleo-

~margarine, for the simple reason that it could
no’ heretofore be substituted for butter.

~ That 1s because of the provision which
had been carried in the law with which
_We are now concerned,
A very important consideration brought to
_light during the hearings was the fact that
during World War IT personnel in many for-
ward areas were forced to do without butter
because of unavailability due to transporta-
tion, storage, and refrigeration problems
which either made it impossible to procure
butter at all in those areas or which rendered
such butter as was received unfit for human
consumption because of rancidity and de-
terioration. In the absence of authority to
serve oleomargarine as a substitute, troops
were forced to rely upon other less satisfac-
tory table spreads.

So, in effect, what the Senator from
Wiscunsin, by this provision, is trying to
prevail upon the Congress to do, is to
deprive members of the armed services
of the opportunity and ability to have
butter or margarine, because under the
conditions which existed during the past
war, they were unable to get butter, and,
by law, they were prohibited from buying
margarine. I think that is a great price
to pay for a symboi which has long since
been outdated by the actual develop-
ments in this industry.

8. A third question considered by the
committee, in additicn to the factors of com-
parative nutritional value and psychological
acceptability, was whether or not cleomar-
garine iz protected by the same pure-food
standards as butter. Testimony was re-
ceived to the effect that all etandards having
to do with purity, cleanliness, and sanitation
are egually applicable to oleomargarine.

I think Senators will find in the hear-
ings held before the Senate committee
that there was testimony indicating that
on the average the sanitation and purity
of margarine was superior to butter, that
is because of the ability to control the
conditions of production in the mar-
garine industry.

4. A final question pertinent to the prob-

“lem s 'that of the comparative cost of the

two products.
I call this particularly to the attention

of those who are interested in cutting the

budget:

Testimony was received to the effect that
approximately ten to eleven million dollars
per year could be saved by the armed services,
assuming the complete substitution of oleo-
margarine for butter.

So that if anyone is interested in cut-
ting appropriations, this is one of the
ways to do it. Senaters who voie for the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Wisconsin in effect are voting to increase
the appropriation by ten to eleven million
dollarg, according to the best testimony
received in the House Armed Services
Commitiee last year,

In view of the fact that there is no dif-
ference in the nutritional value of the two
products; in view of the fact that cleomar-
garine is an equally pure and sanitary prod-
uct;  in view of the fact that substantial
savings can be effected h its use; and
in view of the fact that there is no evidence
from which it can be inferred that it would
not be equally acceptable to troops, it is the

ation.
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view of - this committee that the services
should be permitted to use cleomargarine as
they see fit. .

That is the language of the House
committee,

The authority to exercise such discretion

will enable the services to furnish an equally

nutritious and, to many people, an equally
palatable and acceptable product under cir-
cumstances where It would be impossible to
furnish butter. A great deal of testimony
was received bearing on the relative keeping
qualities of the two products,

I call this particularly to the atten-
tion of the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
Witey]1:

While butter on the one hand is subject
to rapid deterioration and must be kept un-
der refrigeration at all times, oleomargarine
can be preserved for weeks at room tempera-
tures.

That is partly because of the great
purity.of the product.

While butter on the one hand is subject
to rapld deterioration and must be kept
under refrigeration at all times, gleomarga-
rine can be preserved for weeks at room tem-
peratures. Even If it be assumed, therefore,
that troops would prefer butter, if given a

_cholce between the two products, it 1s equally

logieal to assume that they will wélcome a
high-quality substitute, such as cleomarga-
rine, when conditions are such as to pre-
clude the use of butter.
- L - Ll L

Representatives of the Army, Navy, and
Air Force testified at the hearings that the
armed services concur in the proposed legis-

In other words, the armed services
themselves are in favor of that legisla-
tion, and are opposed to the amendment
offered by the Senator from Wisconsin.

_Both the Senator from Wisconsin and

the Senator from Oregon [Mr. Mogskl]
‘have attempted to make the point that
the purpose of their amendment, which
provides that none of the money appro-
priated shall be used for the purchase of
oleomargarine, “except to supply an ex-
pressed preference therefore,” is to per-
mit the free exercise of choice by mem-
bers of the armed services. No one,
however, knows better than the authors
of this amendment that it is intended to
bar the purchase of oleomargarine by
the armed services. That is, of course, its
obvious purpose. It is a mandate to the
armed services to do just that. Asa mat-
ter of fact, although this same language
has been carried in past appropriation
bills, it has always been so interpreted
by the armed services. The report of
the Armed Services Committee of the
House last year discloses that as a mat-
ter of fact none had been purchased.

To. quote from page 2 of House Report
No. 2270, of the Eightieth Congress:

There is no past experience upon which
they can base any opinion as to the troop
acceptabillty of oleomargarine, for the simple
reason that it could not, heretofore, be sub-
stituted for butter.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator has expired.

Mr. McCLELLAN, Mr. President, I
yield 5§ minutes more to my colleague.

The VICE PRESIDENT, The Senator
is recognized for five more minutes.

My, FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
have before me a number of editorials.
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I shall net undertake to read them all.
I had intended to speak on this subject
at some length in connection with the
bill now on the calendar, in an effort to
bring the bill before the Senate for con-
sideration as soon as the appropriation
bills are disposed of. I intend to do so.
This material would perhaps be more
appropriate in that connection.

However, the point which I thought
was extremely out of place was the one
with regard to this being a sectional
matter. I wish to read one editorial as
an illustration of the attitude of pecple
in an area which is sometimes consid-
ered to be strongly and bitterly against
legislation repealing the discriminatory
tax on margarine. I have before me
editorials from 44 States, even including
Wisconsin, all of them advocating the
repeal of this tax. The following is an
interesting editorial from the Reinbeck,
Jowa, Courier. All these editorials are
.dated this year. This cne is dated April
21, 1949. I may say that Iowa is one of
‘the largest producers of butter.

Now comes Senator Guy M. GrnLerTe, who
states that he is sponsoring a bill to repeal
the tax on oleo. GiurerTe’'s bill will be very
much the same as other bills that }.ave been
introduced, and almost identical with the
Grainger bill, with exception that GILLETTE'S
bill will not permit shipment of colored oleo
in interstate commerce.

Eow silly this s, Just as well include but-
ter in the bill also. There is no such thing
as natural golden yellow butter with the ex-
ception of about 1 month in the year. All
butter is eolored with the same ingredients
that oleo is colored with.

- The writer had a vital interest in a cream-

ery in Reinbeck some 14 years ago, In fact
‘we had money invested in it, and we know
whereof we speak. Our creamery purchased
& lot of butter coloring, and it was used
aplenty.

It just strikes us a litile out of line to
legislate one group against another. In fact,
this legislating business has grown to an ex-
tent where it has become dangerous. MNoth-
ing can bring about one of the so-called isms
as quickly as too much legislation.

Bouthern Senators can be expected to fight
to a finish this oleo bill restricting their
farmers and industries of the Southern States
making oleo. It seems to be O. K. to ship
colored butter down South, but wrong to send
colored oleo up North. Such a law.

That is typical of the other editorials,
which I shall not undertake to read at
this time. I again urge the Senate to
follow the precedent it set last year, when
it struck this provision from the appro-
priation bill. It is perfectly ridiculous,
when we are trying to save money, to
satisfy an ancient and ill-conceived pol-
icy by adopting an amendment which
would increase the cost of the bill by not
less than $10,000,000, and also deprive
soldiers in out-of-the-way parts of the
world, where they need more attention
than they do here at home, of the oppor-
tunity to use an article the production
of which is gradually increasing through-
out the country because of its own merits.

In spite of the legislation which is on
the books, the production of butter has
been decreasing, even with this protec-
tion. I urge the Senate to reject this
unjust amendment.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I yield 20
minutes to the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. HumpPHREY ], & member of the Com-
mittee on Expenditures in the Executive

XTv—Tl
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Departments, who filed the minority
views.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, as
a member of the Senate Committee on
Expenditures in the Executive Depart-
ments, I presented the minority views on
Senate Joint Resolution 108, a joint reso-
lution to reduce expenditures in Govern-
ment for the fiscal year 1950 consistent
with the public interest. This minority
report is available for Senators who wish
to study its contents. It is the opinion,
at least of the author, that it makes a
sensible and understandable analysis of
the budget situation which faces the
Congress, and at the same time draws
some conclusions as to the validity of the
resolution reported by the majority.

I believe that the amendment proposed
by the Senator from Arkansas consti-
tutes an unsound approach to the prob-
lem of reducing Federal expenditures.
Therefore, as I pointed out in the minor-
ity report, I recommend that it be not
adopted.

The immediate and long-range effect
of legislation of this type would be dan-
gerous to our economy and our demo-
cratic processes, and damaging to the
proper functioning of the Federal Gov-
ernment. The pending amendment is a
clear abdication by the Congress of its
ccnstitutional responsibilities and duties
“to provide for the common defense and
the general welfare.” It would give the
President blanket =authority to alter,
without congressional review, legislation
enacted by the Congress over many years.
Under its provisions, including the clause
“notwithstanding any other provision of
law,” the Chief Executive could destroy
the effectiveness of the laws providing
price supports for agricultural commodi-
ties. He could sharply limit the benefits
to veterans under the GI bill of rights.
He could curtail our armed forces by one-
fifth, and change all, or nearly all, the
benefits and services of the Federal Gov-
ernment now provided by statute.

I invite the attention of Members of
this honorable body to the fact that that
is exactly what the amendment provides.
It provides that after the Congress, which
represents the people, has legislated and
declared a national policy and has estab-
lished a system of standards and benefits,
it shall then abdicate its power as repre-
sentatives of the people. The amend-
ment says to the President, in substance,
that despite what the Congress has done
as the elected representatives of the
people, he may reduce price supports for
agricultural commodities, may sharply
limit benefits to veterans under the
GI bill of rights, may curtail our armed
forces by one-fifth or more, and may
change the benefits and services of the
Federal Government now provided by
statute.

Furthermore, this resolution—now an
amendment—is a confession that the
Congress, the greatest representative
body in the world, is incapable of legis-
lating funds for and of controlling ex-
penditures in the executive departments
of our Government. This resolution is
the greatest confession of parliamentary
weakness that has ever been placed be-
fore the American people. At a time
when representative government is on
trial throughout the world, the Congress
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of the United States is saying in sub-
stance to the peoples of the world, “We
do not have the intelligence, the courage,
and the know-how to legislate in regard
to appropriations.”

MTr. President, if there are Members of
the Congress who wish to confess to the
totalitarians and the doubters of democ~
racy that we are incapable of living up
to our responsibilities as legislative of-
ficials of the Government, at least I do
not want to do that. I happen to believe
that the Congress is capable of legislating

.and of approprigting. When I took the

oath of office as a Member of this body, I
took it in connection with the obligation
of a Senator to participate in the mak-
ing of appropriations and also in the
enactment of tax legislation. I submit
that there is nothing in the Constitution
which says that the President of the
United States shall appropriate or that
the President shall tax.

The speciousness of the arguments ad-
vanced in favor of the resolution nocw be-
fore us is revealed by examining the im-
plications. If there are times when eco-
nomic or budgetary policy calls for the
over-all reduction of Federal expendi-
tures, there are other times when the
national interest requires the expansion
of the over-all budget. If the Congress
transfers to the President the responsi-
bility for making an over-all cut of not
less than 5 nor more than 10 percent
and distributing this as he sees fit among
various programs, on the ground that the
Congress cannot work out the details and
that this is a field for executive action,
then by the same token and for the same
reasons the Congress might transfer to
the President the authority to make an
over-all increase of not less than 5 nor
more than 10 percent in Federal expendi-
tures and to distribute this increase
among whatever programs he might
select,

If we are going to delegate to the
President the right to decrease expend-
itures, why should not we establish now,
as a matter of public policy, a proposal
that whenever we in Congress wish to
finish cur work in a hurry, we may say
to the President, “All right; increase ex-
penditures from 5 to 10 percent,” or
whatever we wish to have him do. That
would make just as much sense.

Likewise, if the principle were sound
with respect to expenditures, it would
also be sound with respect to revenues,
Since there are times when taxes should
be increased and other times when they
should be decreased*the arguments un-
derlying Senate Joint Resolution 108
would lead to the conclusion that the
Congress should confer upon the Presi-
dent the executive discretion to increase
or decrease taxes by not less than 5 nor
more than 10 percent and to decide with-
in the percentage limitation which taxes
should be increased or decreased. Mere-
ly to cite such proposals is sufficient to
reveal the impropriety and impractical-
ity under our established constitutional
theory and practice of conferring upon
the President responsibilities which
properly rest with the Congress.

Let me refer for a moment to the test-
imony before the Committee on Expend-
itures in the Executive Departments.
Let me say first that I read every line of
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that testimony. I examined the record
in detail. Not only did I do so, but men
who are competent in the field of finance
examined, at my request, the record in
detail. It is their considered judgment,
as it is mine, that, first of all, this pro-
posal is unrealistic in approach, since it
directs the President to effect reduc-
tions in programs on which the Con-
gress itself is now enacting appropria-
tions. These enactments represent the
best judgment of the legislative branch
as to the minimum amounts necessary
to carry on the Government’s activities,
A general reduction cannot be made,
therefore, without reducing items the
Congress has specifically found neces-
sary.

Mr. President, let us take a good look
at that situation. The Appropriations
Committee and other committees mak-
ing cuthorizations or appropriations
have been meeting. Congress has, in
many cases, adopted the recommenda-
tions of those committees. The Appro-
priations Committee has considered the
President’s budget items, day in and day
out. The commiftee has made increases
here and decreases there, in those items.
After many months of studying each
and every appropriation, and after each
Member of the Senate has at least had
an opportunity to express himself in re-
gard to the matter, this amendment
would have us say that all of that is of
no avail, and that we should say to the
President of the United States, “You fix
things up.”

In the second place, I say the amend-
ment is impractical in method since the
reductions would have to be made in
programs accounting for only about 40
percent of all Federal exXpendifures.
These programs are the so-called con-
trollable items of expendifure in the
budget. Mr. President, I wish this point
clearly understood. To cut 5 to 10 per-
cent from tofal Federal exvenditures,
therefore, would, in fact, require slashes
of 11 to 23 percent in these controllable
Government programs, which account
for only 40 percent of all Federal Gov-
ernment expenditures. So let us not
delude ourselves as to what this amend-
ment would do. Such slashes obviously
would have a very serious effect on the
operation of the Government.

In fact, the proposal in Senate Joint
Reasolution 108, now the pending amend-
ment, is disingenuous and unfair, even
though not intentionally so, because it
prezents to the American public the dis-
tin.: impression that the ents which the
President is required to make are moder-
ate in character, when in fact the reso-
lution would force the President to make
cuts that would be immoderate and ex-
treme with respect to certain vital pro-
grams of the Government—cuts in these
programs of a size that the Congress
itself would certainly not want the
American public to think it was im-
posing.

In other words, Mr. President, if the
Senate wishes to reduce the appropria-
tions for soil conservation benefits, Con-
gress should have the courage to do so on
the fioor of the Senate and the floor of
the House of Rep-esentatives, end to tell
the farmers of the United States that the
Congress does not think the farmers
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should have as much agricultural re-
search as they &are getting. Similarly,
the Congress should tell veterans that
they are getting too much in the way of
pensions or veterans’ hospitalization.
In other words, Mr. President, Congress
should have the courage to tell the peo-
ple that, and should not attempt to lay
the blame on the President, and make
the American people think the President
is going to be entrusted with the power
to make moderate cuts in expenditures,
whereas the facts show that in the total
budget of over $40,000,000,000, items
amounting to $24,700,000,000 cannot be
touched without changing the law and
the basic requirements of the law.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield? If he will, I should like
him to specify what items comprise the
total of $24,700,000,000 which he has
mentioned.

Mr. HUMPHREY, I shall be glad to
place them in the Recorp. They are
found in the minority views.

Mryr. TAFT. Ihave a copy of that doc-
ument.

Mr. HUMPHREY. On pages 6 and 7
of the minority views appears an analy-
sis by the Bureau of the Budget. The
same analysis is used in the majority
report. In that analysis it is pointed out
quite conclusively that of the total
budget of $41,900,000,000, there are fixed
charges amounting to $24,300,000,000;
and the majority report concedes that
very little reduction can be made in those
fixed charges during 1950, and there-
fore, any reduction can only affect the
$17,600,000,000 of controllable items.

Of the funds appropriated for the so-
called controllable items, the vast ma-
jority are for our foreign-aid program
and our military program. Of course,
we still have before us the military ap-
propriations bill, which is one of the ma-
jor appropriation bills.

If the Senators wish to economize, they
should tell the American people that
they favor reducing the appropriations
for the national defense by $3,000,000,-
000 or $4,000,000,000. But Senators do
not wish to do that, because we cannot
afford to jeopardize the security of the
Nation,

In connection with the independent of-
fices appropriation bill, we had before
us the appropriations for the Veterans’
Bureau. Did I hear any Member of this
body propose that we cut 10 percent or
15 percent from the appropriations for
the Veterans’ Bureau? No, indeed. The
Senate made some small reductions, bug
in many cases the Senate voted larger
appropriations than those voted by the
House of Representatives. The Senate
has generally been the body which has
voted increased appropriations, as com-
pared with the appropriations voted by
the House of Representatives.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. LONG. As a matter of fact, is it
not true that mathematically it would
be virtually impossible to carry out the
mandate of the resolution, or amend-
ment, unless an enormous slash were
taken from the national defense appro-
priations bill which presently is before
the Senate?
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Mr., HUMPHREY. That is entirely
correct. That is not only my own ob-
servation, but it is the judgment of very
competent and trained persons whom I
have consulted.

What are the items which can be in-
cluded in the group to be cut? Among
them is the interest on the public debt.
Does any Member of Congress wish to
propose that Congress reduce the interest
paid on the Government bonds? Cer-
tainly none of us wish to do that. Does
any Member of the Senate say that we
should reduce the GI benefits? No;
those are obligations which we must
meet.

So, Mr. President, when we get down
to the practicalities of the matter, even
though there is a deficit, we know that
the vast majority of the Government’s
expenditures—T6 cents out of every
budget dollar—goes for interest on the
national debt, national defense, veterans’
rights, foreign aid, and national security.
The other 24 cents go for social security,
old-age pensions, unemployment com-
pensation, aid to schools, vocatioral edu-
cation, soil conservation, and similar
items. In other words, the American
people, outside the veterans’ group, get
24 cents out of each budget dollar.

I ask Members of the Congress of the
United States, are you willing to take out
of this 24 cents of the budget dollar,
which remains of the $17,600,000,000
which is not fixed or controlled by com-
mitments on the part of the Government
already made, enough to balance the
budget? In fact,the majority resolution
will not balance the budget. It is not a
matter of budget balancing, it is a4 mat-
ter of talking about some kind of econ-
omy, and I submit it is no economy to
cut down soil conservation; it is no econ-
omy to deny the veteran his right to pay-
ment; it is absolutely no benefit to deny
the armed forces the equipment needed
in order to defend the Nation. I shall be
no party to such false economy.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. HUMPHREY, I yield.

Mr. LANGER. I cannot tell from the
minority report whether any other mem-
ber of the commitiee joined with the
Senator.

Mr. HUMPHREY. No, I believe, how-
ever, that the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
TavrLor] voted against the majority res-
olution and that the Senator from Loui-
slana also voted against the majority
resolution.

Mr, LANGER. Ithank the Senator.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Ihad certain points
of view of my own which I put in the
minority report, which some of my dis-
tinguished colleagues would not concur
in, so I submitted it as it was.

In conclusion I merely want to state
why I think this is a dangerous proce-
dure. I shall sum it up. The minority
report, I think, is filled with facts, and I
stand on the statement of those facts.
I think they are incontrovertible. The
analysis of the budget estimate by peoble
who came to us with the material from
the Budget Bureau, and who were cross-
examined, made it perfectly clear that
the Government had made real commit-
ments upon which we could not renege,
such, for example, as contract commit-
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ments, authorizations under which the
goods had already been delivered and
the appropriation had to be voted later
on. The Government of the United
States is not going to buy something
from somehody and not pay the bill.

Grants to States under legislation
which the Congress has passed—what
we call the grant-in-aid program—the
veterans’ benefit programs, which are
commitments to some 17,000,000 or 18,-
000,000 men, unemployment compensa-
tion, the social-security program, inter-
est on the public debt are what I mean
by the controlled or the relatively con-
trolled items.

I repeat, without fear of successful
contradiction, it is high time we faced
the actual facts of the situation. There
is not a $41,000,000,000 budget to be cut.
Let the American people know the truth,
If we touch what we have a chance to
touch, there remains about $17,000,000,-
000 or $18,000,000,000 of the budget to
cut.

I want to sum my argument up by
saying that I see no reason or justifica-
tion for representative government, if we
are going to abdicate the greatest power
that representative government has,
which is the power of taxation, and say
we are unwilling to use the power of tax-
ation. I concede at this time we ought
not to raise taxes, but let me tell you,
Mr. President, that the handmaid of the
power to tax is the power to appropriate.
Let me remind some of my distinguished
colleagues that I have heard for years
about the usurpation of power by the
Executive. Yet, here we have an amend-
ment which will give more power to a
President in peacetime than any Presi-
dent has ever possessed

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator from Minnesota has ex-
pired.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask that the views of the minority as
prepared by me be included in the REc-
orp at this point.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
Jection, it is so ordered.

The minority views (Rept. 458, pt. 2)
are as follows:

As s member of the Senate Committee on
Expenditures in the Executive Departments,
I present herewith a minority report on
Senate Joint Resolution 108, a resolution to
reduce expencutures in Government for the
fiscal year 1950 consistent with the public
interest.

I believe this resolution constitutes an un-
sound approach to the problem of reducing
Federal expenditures and therefore recom-
mend that it do not pass.

The immediate and long-run effect of leg-
islation of this type would be dangerous
to our economy and our demccratic proc-
esses and damaging to the proper function-
ing of the Federal Goyernment.

Senate Joint Resolution 108 is a clear ab-
dication by the Congress of its constitutional
responsibilities and dutles “to provide for
the common defense and the general wel-
fare." It would give the President blanket
authority to alter, without congressional re-
view, legislation enacted by the Congress over
many years. Under its provhslons. the Chief
Executive, “notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law,"” could destroy the effectiveness
of the laws providing price supports for
agricultural commodities, sharply limit the
benefits to veterans under the GI bill of
rights, curtail our armed forces by omne-
fifth and change all, or nearly all, of the
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benefits and services of the Federal Gov-
ernment now provided by statute.

Further, Senate Joint Resclution 108 is
a confession that the Congress is incapable
of legislating funds and controlling expendi-
tures In the executive branch. It is an
effort to avold responsibility for paying for
legislation which the Congress itself has en-
acted.

The speclousness of the arguments ad-
vanced In favor of Senate Joint Resolution
108 is revealed by examining the implica-
tions. If there are times when economic
or budgetary policy calls for the over-all re-
duction of Federal expenditures, there are
other times when the national interest re-
quires the expansion of the over-all budget.
If the Congress transfers to the President
the responsibility for making an over-all
cut of not less than 6 nor more than 10
percent and distributing this as he sees fit
among varlous programs, on the ground
that the Congress cannot work out the de-
tails and that this is a fleld for executive
action, then by the same token and for the
same reasons the Congress might transfer to
the President the authority to make an over-
all increase of not less than 5 nor more than
10 percent in Federal expenditures and to
distribute this increase among whatever pro-
grams he might select. Likewise, if the
principle were sound with respect to ex-
penditures, it would also be sound with re-
spect to revenues. Bince there are times
when taxes should be increased and other
times when they should be decreased, the
arguments underlying Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 108 would lead to the conclusion that
the Congress should confer upon the Presi-
dent the executive discretion to increase or
decrease taxes by not less than 6 nor more
than 10 percent and to decide within the
percentage limitation which taxes should
be increased or decreased. Merely to clte
such proposals is sufficient to reveal the
impropriety and impracticality under our
established constitutional theory and prac-
tice of conferring upon the President re-
sponsibilities which properly rest with the
Congress,

A. After careful consideration, it Is the
opinion of the minority that there are four
fundamental objectlions to Senate Joint Reso-
lution 108:

First, 1t is unrealistic in approach since it
directs the President to effect reductions in
programs on which the Congress itself is now
enacting appropriations, These enactments
represent the best judgment of the legisla-
tive branch as to the minimum amounts nec-
essary to carry on the Government's activi-
ties. A general reduction cannot be made,
therefore, without reducing items the Con-
gress has specifically found necessary.

Second, it is Impractical in method since
the reductions would have to be made in
programs accounting for only about 40 per-
cent of all Federal expenditures, These pro-
gramr are the so-called controllable items of
expenditure in the budget. To cut 5 to 10
percent from total Federal expenditures,
therefore, would, in fact, require slashes of
11 to 23 percent In these controllable Gov-
ernment programs. Such slashes obviously
would have a very serious effect on the opera-
tion of the Government,

In fact, the proposal in Senate Joint Reso-
lution 108 is disingenous and unfair, even
though not intentlonally so, because it pre-
sents to the American public the distinct
impression that the cuts which the President
is required to make are “moderate” in char-
acter, when In fact the resolution would
force the President to make cuts that would
be immoderate and extreme with respect to
certain vital programs of the Government—
cuts In these programs of a size that the
Congress 1tself would certainly not want the
American public to think it was imposing.

Third, it is unsound from the standpoint
of national economic policy because heavy
cuts in Federal expenditures and the result-
ing decline in public spending and invest-
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ment at this time would add to the down-
ward pressures now present in our economy,

Fourth, Senate Joint Resolution 108 does
not provide for balancing the budget, nor
does it meet the needs of sound Govern=-
ment economy or efficlency.

1, SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 108 IS UN=
REALISTIC IN APPROACH

It 1s the responsibility and the obligation
of the Congress to levy taxes and to make
appropriations. This Is the very center of
government by the consent of the governed.
There can be no abrogation of this responsi-
bility to the Executive. For the Congress to
give discretionary power to the Executlve to
either increase or reduce expendifures or
appropriations is to jeopardize our constitu-
tional system and to give away preclous pre-
rogatives of the legislative branch.

Senate Joint Resolution 108 clearly fails
to recognize the hard facts of our postwar
expenditures requirements,

For the past 3 years there has been a great
deal of discussion in Congress about econ-
omy in Government. Advocates of budget
slashing have promised reductions of from
$2,000,000,000 to $12,000,000,000 annually.
There has been considerable talk about
“padded” budgets and budgets filled with
*fat.” The solution to these large expendi-
tures, many have claimed, was not the paring
knife but the meat ax.

Yet, while preaching economy the Congress
has again and agaln ralsed the President’s
own budget requests. The Eightieth Con-
gress last year, for example, raised appropri-
ations for a number of programs including
national defense and veterans' services and
benefits above the President's budget recom-
mendations. Most of these increases not only
ralsed the budget for the fiscal year 1949 but
have been reflected also in the budget for
1950,

While preaching a balanced budget the
Eightieth Congress reduced taxes over the
President’s veto by $5,000,000,000. These and
other actlons have helped reverse the Gov-
ernment's financial position from a surplus
of $8,400,000,000 for the fiscal year 1948 to a
deficit of nearly $1,500,000,000 for the fiscal
year 1949 and possibly more than three times
that amount for the fiseal year 1950.

These facts demonstrate the folly of hasty
and oversimplified approaches to the Federal
budget. Events of the last 2 years have
shown conclusively that the proposed budget
expenditures have been realistic, and that
the meat-ax approach has not worked—and
cannot work.

The budget for the present year is no ex-
ception. For the past 6 months the Appro-
priations Committees of both Houses have
been conducting an intensive review of the
budget recommendations. The purpose of
this review has been to determine the mini-
mum amounts necessary to carry out the
provisions of the laws. That determination
has now been made by the House on all 10
regular 1850 appropriation bills and by the
Senate on T bills. In passing these appropri-
ations the Congress has reached its own in-
dependent judgment on the amounts neces-
sary to carry out functions and programs.

The six appropriation bills which have been
enacted by Congress represent a net increase
in appropriations and other suthorizations
of $174,000,000 above the budget estimates.
In addition, House action on the National
Military Establishment appropriation bill has
raised authorizations §531,000,000 above the
budget estimates. The only material down-
ward revision in the President's budget to
date has been in the House action on the in-
dependent offices appropriation bill where a
reduction of $735,000,000 was made. More
than §500,000,000 of this, however, is a
“paper” saving achieved by revising the esti-
mates of the amounts required for pensions
and veterans' readjustments benefits,. In
making this cut, however, the Appropriations
Committee instructed the Veterans' Admin-
istration that it would entertain a deficiency
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if the amount contained in the budget were
required.

In addition to these major adjustments,
hundreds of individual appropriations items
have been altered to express the precise in-
tent of Congress on the rate cnd level at
which Federal programs are to be carried
out. Now, after review and determination
by the Congress of the specific necessity for
each appropriation, Senate Joint Resclution
108 would completely repudiate these deci-
slons. If this is to be the enc result, the
minority falls to see the reason for wasting
the time of the Appropriations Committees
in hearings and the Senate and House in
debate, since this resolution would throw all
this work into the discard.

The plain fact is that there is no painless
way to cut the budget, It is not a matter of
finding soft spots; the net effect of congres-
sional action on the President's budget
recommendations durlng the past 3 years
has demonstrated again and again that there
has been little padding of estimates. Cut-
ting the budget is a matter of making judg-
ments as to policy and programs along with
defining what Government programs should
be deferred and at what level going Federal
programs should be financed.

But Senate Joint Resolution 108 is an at-
tempt to avoid making those judgments,
It would simply require the President to
make the judgments for the Congress. Thus,
Benate Joint Resolution 108 would permit
the Congress to sidestep its responsibility.
It would provide an easy and pleasant way
to preach economy and at the same time to
be on record as favoring all governmental
services and benefits., It would place on the
President the full burden not only of execut-
ing the laws of Congress as he is required to
do, but of modifying and adjusting those
laws, which is the proper responsibility of
the legislative branch. It would leave the
Congress free to criticize any reduction the
President might have to make which proved
unpopular in any particular district or State
or to any particular group in our economy.

Through this device the Congress would
be admitting, in effect, that it does not want
to tell the farmer he should get less for soil-
conservation practices or the veteran that
he should receive poorer service in the hospi-
tal; it does not want to tell the people that
their postal service should be reduced per-
haps one delivery a day, or the local chamber
of commerce that a local river and harbor
improvement or airport should be postponed.
The Congress could say that it had voted for
higher expenditures for all of these, but the
President would be required to make reduc-
tlons of exactly this type.

The inconsistency of Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 108 with the Congress' action on appro-
priations is apparent. For example, last
January, the President in his budget message
stated that construction of the full number
of 800 authorized veterans' hospitals would
result in serious overbuilding and recom-
mended rescissions in unused contract au-
thorizations amounting to $237,000,000. The
House has refused to enact this rescission.

During the current fiscal year, the Depart-
ment of Agriculture was required to absorb
£6,400,000 in pay increases enacted by the
last session of Congress. In order to absarb
this increase, the Department discontinued
certain work projects and closed certain ex-
perlment stations. In reporting the 1950
appropriation bill, the House Appropriations
Committee disapproved these actions and
directed the Department to reopen the sta-
tions. Yet the £6,400,000 absorbed by the
Department represented less than one-half
of 1 percent of the total funds available to
the Department. Under the provislons of
Benate Joint Resolution 108, however, a 5-
percent cut would reguire curtailment in
agricultural programs amounting to §65,-
000,000 and a 10-percent cut—a curtailment
totaling $130,000,000.
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The claim has frequently been advanced
that the Congress does not have the time
or staff to review and adjust the budget.
It 1s agreed that the Congress needs more
staff, It then becomes the responsibillty
of the Congress to make available the neces-
sary staff, not only for the Appropriations
Committees but for all congressional com-
mittees. That may well be one of the an-
swers to executive encroachment upon legis-
lative policy. All too often the Congress
must depend upon the expert guldance of
the executive and administrative branch
only because the Congress has not provided
for adequate technical, professional, and in-
vestigatory staff for its standing committees,

Nevertheless, the Appropriations Commit-
tees have had time and staff in the last
6 months to hear testimony amounting so
far to over 20,000 printed pages. Further-
more, the committees and the Congress have
had enough information to make individual
determinations on many hundreds of appro-
priation items, and have in fact altered the
budget estimates in most cases. In the opin-
ion of the minority, it is not staff and time
alone that are lacking. The Congress has
enough information and time to judge the
necessity for appropriations. Senate Joint
Resolution 108 is an attempt by the Con-
gress to avoid the consequences of its own
decisions.

In light of the fact that approximately
an estimated 30,000,000,000 of appropria=-
tions are pending in the Appropriations Com-
mittees, and in respect to the constitutional
responsibilities of the Congress to determine
all appropriations, it is the opinion of the
minority that whatever budget cuts or re-
ductions in appropriations are to be made
should be determined in the Appropriations
Committees. The final responsibility for
fiscal policy and budgetary matters rests with
the Congress and can only be altered by
Presidential veto. In the instance of a veto,
the Congress, under the terms of the Con-
stitution, still retains the power to declare
the fiscal and budgetary policy of the Gov-
ernment.

It is, therefore, the considered opinion of
the undersigned that this resolution presents
an unrealistic approach to the reduction of
Federal activities. The budget as submitted
represented the President's best judgment
of the minimum amounts required to carry
on the Government's actlvities. The Con-
gress has expressed its own judgment on
these amounts by voting on appropriations.
These actions represent decisions on the
amounts necessary to conduct the Govern-
ment's affairs; they reflect where and in what
degree savings can properly be made. Cuts
below the amount enacted in the appropria-
tions bills would necessarily result in reduc-
ing or eliminating services that the President
and the Congress have judged to be essential,
2. THE APPROACH RECOMMENDED IN SENATE

JOINT RESOLUTION 108 IS IMPRACTICAL

It does not take account of the character
and composition of the expenditure totals in
the budget. The majority report recognizes
that 60 percent of total expenditures in the
1950 budget represents fixed or relatively
fixed expenditures over which the Congress
and the President have little control, unless
basic legislation is changed. Analysis of the
fixed expenditures included in the 1950
budget furnishes convinecing proof of the dif-
ficulty encountered in attempting to reduce
expenditures by a flat percentage cut. These
fixed charges generally represent two types
of financial commitments facing the Federal
Government in any fiscal year.

First 15 the commitment by the Govern-
ment to pay off obligations for goods and
services which it has already incurred under
appropriations and contract authorizations
enacted in prior years. In some Instances,
these goods and services are contracted for
in a previcus year, but are not actually de=
livered or rendered until the present year.
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In other instances, a lag occurs between one
fiscal year when goods are received or services
rendered and the following fiscal year when
the Government is billed, vouchers audited,
and checks written.

Second is the commitment which requires
payment by the Federal Government of speci-
fied sums of money to citizens or to State
and local governments eligible to receive such
payments under specific provisions of exist-
ing law.

Summary of anaelysis by Bureau of the
Budget * of estimated budget exrpenditures
by type of commitment, fiscal year 1950

FIXED AND RELATIVELY FIXED EXPENDITURES

Estimated
1950
expendi-
tures (in
1. Fized charges: millions)
Interest on public debt.______ $5, 450
Veterans Administration g
(pensions, $2,111) __________ 2,170
Railroad Retirement Board
(annual indefinite)_ _______ 716

Civil-service retirement and
disability appropriated fund 328

All other 313
Total 8,977

2. Obligated balances of prior year
appropriations:
Economic cooperation: For-
elgn assistance__ . ___.___
National Military Establish-
ment:

Army (Greek-Turk aid; Fi-
nance, Quartermaster,
Transportation, Engineer-
ing, and Ordnance serv-
B e

Navy (maintenance, stock
and working funds, avia-
tion, aircraft construc-
flons ekt e i 731

Alr Force (general expense;
afreraft construction, ete.) 378

Civil functions (hospitals
and domiciliary facilities;

1,154

GARIOA) o oot 453
Veterans' Adminlstration:
Salaries and expenses.... 112

Treasury Department: BStra-
tegic and critical materials. 103

All other 2,181
Total oo oot o A 6, 547
3. Appropriation to liguidate con-
tract authorization__________ 3,036
4. Veterans' Administration: Read-
Justment benefits. e 2,118
5. Authorizations to expend non-
appropriated funds-—-occeeana 1,332
6. Grants to States:
Soclal Becurity Administra-
tion:
Public assistance . eeeeeoe. 088
Unemployment compensa-
o TR T 134
All other 201
Total 1,823

7. Public Works (AEC, Veterans'
Hospital Reclamation, Corps
of Engineers) o cemceccenns 286
8. Appropriations for 1851 available
in 1950 (grants and payments

to (Etates) o et L 80
9. Unobligated balances of prior
year appropriations (Army

Quartermaster; Navy funds)__ —B86

Total fixed and relatively
fixed expenditures....... 24,203

1 Analysis of 1950 appropriations and esti-
mated expenditures as per the 1950 budget,
prepared by Bureau of the Budget, May 24,
1949,
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Summary of analysis by Bureaw of the
Budget of estimated budget expendifures
by type of commitment, fiscal year 1950—
Continued

RELATIVELY CONTROLLABLE EXPENDITURES

Estimated
1950
- expendi-
tures (in
millions)
10. Proposed 1950 legislation not yet
enacted:
Universal training . e coeceeae $600
Other forelgn ald_ -~ __-- 305

Military public works, special
program, pay increase, etc_. 366
Federal ald for education.... 290

171
Total 1,732
11, Other relatively controllable ex-
penditures: ;
National Military Establish-
ment (Air, #$2,362; Army,
$2,781; Navy, $2,012)_______ 8, 055
Rellef (ERFP, #$3,050; Greek-
PR Al R e i o 3, 100
National Military Establish-
ment, civil functions,
EEARTON - i e 17
Veterans’ Administration:
Balarles and expenses.._._... 746
Department of Agriculture... 599

Treasury Department (Bureau
of Internal Revenue, $219; -
strateglc materials, $172)-._. 648

Department of State...------ 202
Department of Commerce
(CAA, BL14) e mcaeam 215

Post Office Department, net

(gross $408, less increase in

rates, $260) - - cmeeeee e 158
Department of Justice ... 124
Federal Works Agency: Public

Buildings Administration._. 101

All other; classified. cccccecann 519
Not classified 649
y vy~ o M Al i e 15, 833
Total relatively controllable
expenditures - --cee-aa , 565
Total estimated budget ex-
penditures . ____- 141,858

t See table 1 of budget document for fiscal
year ending June 30, 1950 (p. A4).

Testimony presented to the committee by
the Bureau of the Budget showed that out of
total estimated expenditures of $41,900,000,-
000 in 1950, €0,500,000,000 represented ex-
penditures from obligated balances of ap-
propriations and contract authorizations
enacted by Congress in prior years. Virtually
no control of these expenditures is possible,
since Congress has already enacted the ap-
propriations and contract authorizations and
the Federal Government is clearly obligated
to make cash payments for goods and services
already contracted for or already received.
Largest item in the category of obligated
balances for the fiscal year 1850 is an esti-
mated $1,400,000,000 to meet existing con-
tractual obligations for goods ordered under
the European recovery program which are yet
to be dellvered or are now in the process of
delivery, but for which actual payment will
not be made until this year.

These expenditures from obligations in-
curred against appropriations enacted in
former years is a normal situation which oc-
curs year after year in the budget. Between
80 and 90 percent of most annual appropria-
tions are spent in the year in which they are
enacted; the remainder, however, carries over
for expenditure in the following 2 years.

For many large procurement programs in
which there is a considerable time lag be-
tween the time contracts are let and goods
actually delivered, the Congress enacts con-
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tract authorizations, rather than appropria-
tions. These contract authorizations permit
the Government to enter into contracts and
make other contractual arrangements for air-
planes, strategic and critical materials, and
other items. When the goods are actually
delivered, the Congress then enacts appro-
priations to permit liquidation of the con-
tracts by actual payments. Included in the
1950 budget are estimated expenditures

amounting to $3,000,000,000 to liquidate these -

prior contract authorizations.

Any discussion of cutting the budget in a
given fiscal year, therefore, is unrealistic if
it overlooks the fact that 89,500,000,000 of the
expenditure total is required to pay for the
Government’s transactions in prior years.

In addition to the $9,500,000,000 repre-
senting expenditures from obligated balances
of appropriations and contract authorizations
enacted by Congress in prior years, there is
the relatively “fixed” item of approximately
$2,100,000,000 for readjustment benefits to
veterans as authorized by congressional
policy and as administered by the Veterans'
Administration. A further summary of the
analysis of the budget for the fiscal year 1950
reveals congressional authorization by prior
Congresses to expend nonappropriated funds
in the sum of approximately $1,330,000,000.
These are items which according to the testi-
mony before the Committee on Expenditures
in executive departments were recognized as
being obligations on the part of the Gov-
ernment due to former congressional actlon.

The second type of financial commitment
which generally represents a “fixed” or rela-
tively fixed charge in the budget includes
specific payments required by law, such as
interest on the debt, veterans’ pensions,
grants to States and readjustment benefits
for veterans.

Under the various grants-in-aid programs
enacted over many years, the Federal Gov-
ernment makes payments to States on a
matching basis, generally according to a
formula. The amount of Federal expendi-
tures in any one year, therefore, depends
upon the level and rate at which the States
elect to conduct their programs. Unless
the laws specifying the formula by which
the Federal Government will match State
and local funds are changed by Congress, it
is not possible to alter in any significant
degree the amount of expenditures in any
one Yyear. Approximately $1,300,000,000 in
expenditure has been estimated for grants to
States out of 1950 appropriations, the larg-
est item being near $1,000,000,000 for public-
assistance grants for the needy, aged, de-
pendent children, and blind.

Budget Bureau testimony before the com-
mittee also listed $8,000,000,000 in other
“fixed” charges. Largest item was interest
on the public debt amounting to $5,450,000,-
000 and veterans pensions totaling $2,100,-
000,000. Another large item is a Budget ex-

penditure of $716,030,000 which represents

the payment by the Treasury of money re-
ceived from railroad employees and the rail-
roads from the Treasury's general fund into
a special railroad retirement fund. In this
instance, the Federal Government is funec-
tioning as the banker in administering the
Railroad Retirement Act, and the President
has no discretion under the law in curtail-
ing or diverting the appropriations and ex-
penditure of these funds out of the Treasury
receipts into the retirement fund.

These fixed charges amount to $24,300,000,-
000 of the $41,900,000,000 total. The report
conceded that little of the reduction can
come from these fixed charges in the fiscal
year 1950 and most of the cuts therefore
must be made in the $17,600,000,000 of “con-
trollable” items.

The majority report states that on the
basis of present outlook “approximately a
$3,000,000,000 reduction or 7.2 percent of
total estimated expenditures of $41,900,000,~
000 must be made to bring these expendi-
tures within estimated revenues for the fis-
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cal year 1950." To achieve a reduction of
£3,000,000,000 or 7.2 percent of total expendi=
tures would require a reduction of 17 per=-
cent in the so-called controllable items.

Since it would be necessary to assess the
entire cut against only about 40 percent of
the total budget, Senate Joint Resolution
108, therefore, represents not a 5-percent cut
In Government programs, but, in fact, a 17-
percent cut.

“Controllable” items are those items over
which the Congress and the President can,
without change in basic law, exercise discre-
tion and decision as to the rate and level at
which programs shall be carried out. The
amount of funds provided in effect dictates
the level or amount of Government services
provided, Through the enactment of appro=
priations it is thus possible to specify what
the level of our armed strength will be, what
degree of medical service will be provided in
veterans' hospitals, how rigid or how lax
will be the administration of wage-hour
laws and how extensive will be the programs
of the Forest Service, the Federal Bureau of
Investigation, the Foreign Service, and many
other Government programs.

In presenting his budget recommendations,
the President thus not only includes esti-
mates of appropriations and expenditures re-
guired to meet the fixed obligations discussed
above, but he transmits what, in his judg-
ment, represents the proper rate and level
at which Government services should be
rendered to carry out all the other laws ef-
fectively. Comngress, through its review of
these recommendations and its enactment
of appropriations, makes the final determina-
tion on these matters.

In discussing the composition of the “con-
trollable"” $17,600,000,000 in expenditures, the
majority report points out that $1,700,000,000
of this total represents proposed new legisla-
tion and states that “if the Congress fails
to enact such legislation this amount be-
comes a reduction without further effort.”
Use of such reasoning at this time to show
economy is fallacious, since the committee
assumes that no new legislation will be
enacted by this session of Congress. But it
is apparent that the Congress is likely to
enact such essential measures as aid to edu-
cation, military public works, an increase in
military pay, and those items for foreign aid
contained in the budget. Yet these four
programs alone total nearly a billion dollars,
or almost 60 percent, of the possible savings
on new legislation which the committee
cites.

Furthermore, the committee has failed to
take account of possible changes in the ex-
penditure estimates since last January. In
arriving at a reduction estimate of $3,000,-
000,000, 1t has assumed that expenditures will
remain the same, but that receipts will be
$2,100,000,000 less than originally estimated
in the budget.

If the purpose of Senate Joint Resolution
108 is to balance the budget, a realistic ap-
praisal of the expenditure outlook is neces-
sary. Such an appraisal is not possible at
this time, since Congress is still enacting
legislation and appropriations which will sig-
nificantly affect expenditures. The original
budget expenditure total was based on the
assumption of new postal rate increases
which would lower the postal deficit by
$250,000,000. This legislation is not enacted,
On the other hand, the 1950 budget expendi-
ture total did not include estimated ex-
penditures for the proposed military assist-
ance program.

The majority report itself indicates one
gignificant change in estimated expenditures
for 1950 when it states that price support ac-
tivities of the Commodity Credit Corporation
will require net expenditures of about
$1,000,000,000 in the fiscal year 1950. This

-is nearly $500,000,000 higher than the amount

estimated in the January budget. In addi-
tion, it is evident that expenditures for vet-
erans’ readjustment benefit for 1950 will be
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higher than were estimated last January.
Thus, if the purpose of Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 108 is actually to balance the budget,
higher expenditure forecasts for various fixed
charges will mean even greater cuts in the
controllable items.

The majority report ignores the real im-
pact of cutting the §17,600,000,000 listed
as "“controllable.” More than $13,100,000,000
or 74 percent of the total is reguired for na-
tional defense and international programs.
To reduce expenditures by $3,000,000,000
would reqguire drastic cuts, perhaps more
than $2,000,000,000, in our national security
programs. This would mean significant
changes in the level of military strength and
basic alterations in our foreign policy. These
are not matters which should be delegated by
the Congress to the President.

Savings elsewhere would require the cur-
tailment of many essential services and ben-
efits, Outside the national security pro-
grams, the largest items are $746,000,000 for
salaries and expenses of the Veterans' Ad-
ministration and $259,020,000 for conservation
and use payments to farmers.

A 17-percent cut in the Veterans' Admin-
istration could mean serious delays in the
processing of claims for compensation, re-
tard the payment of dividends from the in-
surance fund, and lower the level of care for
veterans in hospitals. It would mean inter-
ference with agreements with individual
farmers throughout the Nation for conserva-
tion payments. The 1940 Appropriation Act
contained language committing the Govern-
ment to a conservation and use program
amounting to $262,500,000 during the fiscal
year 1950. On the basis of that authorization
many farmers have already purchased lime
and fertilizer and contracted for terraces and
other flood-control and conservation meas-
ures,

Other examples of so-called controlled
items against which a 17-percent cut could
be made include the national school-lunch
program, the Soil Conservation Service, the
Public Health Service, the provision of air
navigation facilities by the Civil Aeronautics
Administration, the Bureau of Internal Rev=
enue, and many others.

Advocates of reduced Federal expenditures
frequently claim that it is possible for agen-
cies to absorb a 5- or 10-percent reduction in
personnel and other administrative funds
without impairing existing services. Yet
costs of Federal employment represented in
the budget total of $41,900,000,000 amount to
around §5,000,000,000, or about 12 percent.

More than half this total, or nearly $2,800,-
000,000 will be required to pay the estimated
025,000 civilian workers in the National Mili-
tary Establishment during the fiscal year
1950. These workers provide essential sup-
port at navy yards and arsenals and in offices
for the men in uniform. It would be short-
sighted economy, to maintain large standing

forces and at the same time drastically, with- -

out serious and careful study, reduce the
normal civilian support required to main-
taln these forces. The net effect of such ac-
tion would be to divert men in training into
essentially civilian or housekeeping jobs at
posts and other installations.

The appropriations for the National Mili-
tary Establishment should be controlled and
determined by the Congress and not left to
the discretion of the President. If a reduc-
tion in the size of the armed forces is to be
the policy of the Government, that policy
should be decided by the representatives of
the people in the Congress and not delegated
to the Executive. This is not to say that
reductions in civilian personnel or military
personnel cannot or should not be made. It
is the considered judgment of the minority
that this is a policy decision which well
belongs to the Congress. Possibly no single
agency of Government should be under more
direct supervision of the Congress than the
National Military Establishment,
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Pay rolls in the Veterans’ Administration
will amount to nearly £600,000,000 in 1950 for
an estimated 180,000 employees. More than
60 percent of these employees are in the med-
ical program of the Veterans' Administra-
tion as doctors, nurses, hospital attendants,
and administrative employees in hospitals,
All testimony to date has revealed that there
is a shortage of medical personnel, not an
abundance or oversupply. The needs of the
veterans' hospitals are greater than the avail-
able professional personnel. Percentage re-
ductions in the administrative costs of the
Veterans' Administration would of neces-
sity be reflected in the level of medical serv=-
ice and care provided veterans,

Actually, more than 75 percent of the Fed-
eral employees are employed by the National
Military Establishment, the Post Office, and
the Veterans' Administration. If all the rest
of the Government were shut down com-
pletely, some 500,000 employees could he
discharged, at an annual saving of about
$1,700,000,000 in personnel costs. To make
any substantial reduction in the Federal pay
roll, therefore, would require that the Con-
gress reduce or eliminate programs it has
enacted into law,

Furthermore, reduction in administrative
funds is in most instances a costly and short-
sighted approach to Government economy.
Loss of adequate supervision, investigative,
and other personnel frequently leads to less
efficiency in administering programs and
therefore higher program costs. The Senate
has just voted unanimously to insist on ex-
panding the staff of the Bureau of Internal
Revenue for exactly this reason,

These examples could be multiplied in-
definitely. The inescapable conclusion is
that it would be thoroughly unwise to enact
a measure which would require heavy cuts
in programs which the Congress has, after
due deliberation, enacted into law.

Furthermore, within the past 6 months
the Commission on Organization of the Ex-
ecutive Branch of the Government has pub-
lished reports which pointed the way for
improvements in the organization and man-
agement of the executive branch, On June
20 the President signed the Reorganization
Act of 1949 under which he is authorized
to submit reorganization plans, many of
which would carry out the recommendations
of the Hoover Commission. Under this act
the President has already transmitted seven
reorganization plans to Congress. In addi-
tion to these plans, the Congress has al-
ready enacted the Federal Property and Ad-
ministrative Services Act which streamlines
procurement and property administration
and an act strengthening the authority of
the Secretary of State by providing him with
additional assistance in the conduct of for-
elgn affairs.

All of these are steps to improve the organ-
ization, tighten the administration, and
promote increased efficiency and economy.
Various estimates of savings possible under
recommendations of the Hoover Commission
have been discussed. While the exact
amount of eventual savings cannot be deter-
mined at this time, it would again be short-
sizhted economy to apply flat percentage cuts
not only to essential Government services
but aiso to their administration before the
recommendations of the Hoover Commis-
sion have become law and we have had an
opportunity to measure their value.

8. SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 108 REPRESENTS
UNSOUND ECONOMIC POLICY i

The proposal of the majority in Senate
Joint Resolution 108 does not provide for a
balanced budget; it merely directs the Ex-
ecutive to reduce expenditures in not less
than 5 percent and not more than 10 per-
cent of the total amount authorized for ex-
penditure in the budget for the fiscal year
1950. It further directs the President that
there shall be no reduction of expenditures
which shall have the effect of reduction by
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more than 20 percent of the estimated ex-
penditures by any agency from appropria=-
tions and funds made available prior to the
expiration of the first regular session of the
Eighty-first Congress. On the basis of the
facts and figures submitted in the majority
report, these percentage cuts will not pro-
vide a balanced budget. At best, such pro-
posed expenditure reductions would merely
reduce the deficit without regard of the -
effect upon the program or policy of the
Congress.

The majority has failed to enunciate the
policy of the balanced budget in its declara-
tion of purpose. It has, however, recognized
the fact of “the lower levels of business
activity.” In pointing out the elements of
recession and lower business activity, the
majority has not made a policy declaration
as to what are the responsibilities of the
Federal Government or what would be the
effect of sharply reduced governmental
expenditures upon an already receding
economy. -

A major weakness of the majority resolu-
tion and the report thereto lies in its failure
to analyze the effect of the resolution, first,
upon Government services and programs;
and second, its effect upon business activity
and the economic life of the Nation.

Large over-all cuts in Federal expenditures
would add to downward pressures now pres-
ent in the economy, and would have a
seriously detrimental effect upon the state
of the economy.

In January, when the 1950 budget was
transmitted, the President pointed out that
although ke had held proposed expenditures
to what he felt was a minimum, revenues
were expected to fall somewhat short of ex-
penditures, as a result of the tax-reduction
bill passed by the Elghtieth Congress. He
therefore recommended new revenue legis-
lation to balance the budget, act as an in-
flationary brake, and permit some reductio:
of the public debt, :

Because of the decline in production, em-
ployment, and certain prices during recent
months, the majority of the committee is of
the opinion that action on new additional
tax laws should now be delayed. In this
the minority does concur.

It does not logically follow, however, that
expenditures should therefore be drastically
reduced in an attempt to balance the budget.
A large reduction in Federal expenditures
at the present time could add to the down-
ward pressure In the economy. This is the
considered judgment of the President's
Council of Economie Advisers.

The fact that the Federal budget today
amounts to roughly 20 percent of the na-
tional income is itself a major element of
strength in our economic system. Payments
to farmers, Federal civilian, and military pay
rolls, Government purchases of all types of
commodities from business and industry
throughout the country, and many other
‘ypes of expenditures act as major supports
to business activity and consumer purchas-
ing power. In a time of economic uncer-
tainty, there is an understandable tendency
for businessmen to cut down their invest-
ments and consumers to hold back their
purchases with the hope of lower prices, The
Federal Government should not, however,
help initiate a deflationary spiral by acting
as though it were another private citizen
neryously cutting its investment or holding
off essential purchases.

In the inflationary period which followed
the war it was sound economic policy for the
Federal Government to hold down its ex-
penditures in order to avoid competing with
private industry for scarce materials and
labor. In a period when business activity
is declining and when shortages have dis=-
appeared, the Government should not add to
the waste involved in idle manpower by cur-
tailing long-overdue projects and reducing
expenditures below the level of & minimum
program adopted in a period of inflation. A
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the very least, we should hold to the over-all
expenditure program which the President
presented in January as a minimum budget.

It is the responsibility of the Congress to
evaluate the expenditure items and to make
the necessary appropriations for the pro-
grams and projects which the Congress has
deemed wise and prudent through legislative
policy. This is not to say that reductions
cannot be made in such items as the Mill-
tary Establishment or reductions in line with
the reduced cost of materials and services
which are required in our forelgn-aid pro-
gram. Reductions consistent with lower
prices on goods and services in no way jeop-
ardize or alter congressional policy, nor do
they 1imit the extent and coverage of needed
services and assistance.

The possibility of effecting substantial
economies In expenditures for the Military
Establishment by the centralization and/or
consolidation and elimination of duplicating
services, such as purchasing, supply, pay-
master, accounting, legal, ordnance, intelll=-
gence, medical, and hospital, for the Army,
Navy, Marine Corps, and Coast Guard, are
highly commendable. Such reorganization
and consolidation for a more efficient estab-
lishment can be evolved without jeopardizing
the presently assigned functions of the com-
bat services, Expenditure reduction in one
agency, however, deemed advisable on the
basis of efficiency and the elimination of
duplication and waste, does not justify over-
all percentage expenditure cuts in all agen-
cies for projects and services vitally needed

~and essential to an expanding economy and

a growing population. If is the responsi-
bility of the Congress to legislate not only in
terms of essential Government services, but
also In light of the economic facts as re-
ported by the research and statistical facili-
ties of the Congress and the executive de-
partment. Government policy does and
should affect the economic situation.

For example, we are now confronted with
an over-all decline in private construction
compared with last year. The construction
program of local, State, and Federal Govern-
ments can, therefore, increase without im.
posing any strdln on the economy by using
up the slack contributed by the decline in
private activity. For the Federal Govern-
ment to slash its public-works expenditures
now would simply contribute to the down-
turn of construction activity.

Similarly, we are undertaking a great pro-
gram of economic assistance to the govern-
ments of western Europe. We are furnish-
ing them with the dollars to rebuild their
economlies by purchasing essential goods and
services. The greater proportion of their
purchases are made in our own markets. To
drastically curtail these programs now would
not only have disastrous effects on our for-
eign-policy objectives, but would sharply re-
duce forelgn purchases of American goods.
The results would fall on American farmers
and businessmen already facing a decline in
domestic demand for their products.

There are many other examples. An over-
rll cut applied to the whole budget would,
in fact, be a substantial cut applied to only
40 percent of the budget. And, in this smaller
percentage are most of the Federal programs
which contribute most directly to our eco-
nomic development and growth and to the
economic security of our people. Not only
would these cuts curtall divect Federal spend-
ing for the products of our farmers and
manufacturers but they would result in de-
ferment of long-range projects—dams, con-
servation programs, flood control, and many
others—which should not be delayed if we
are to have the basic resource developments
€0 essential to a growing economy.

In whatever part of the Federal budget the
cuts are made—in agricultural programs, in-
vestments in flood control and reclamation,
natlonal defense, international aid, or any
. other major category—action of the type pro-
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posed In Benate Joint Resolution 108 would
clearly tend to increase the economic down-
turn and to weaken the long-run supports
for an expanding economy.

It is not sound fiscal or budget policy to
subscribe to an action by the Government
which would be clearly harmful in the pres-
ent economic situation.

A deep concern over a possible business
decline has been manifested in the Congress
by the introduction of a series of bills to
provide for a greatly expanded public-works
program and further extension of Govern-
ment assistance in credit, loans, and grants.
These legislative proposals have been ad-
vanced by the representatives of both politi-
cal parties, and in many instances have been
sponsored or cosponsored by some of those
who are now urging 1"1e adoption of Senate
Joint Reslution 108. In sharp contrast to
the objectives of Senate Joint Resolution 108,
these proposals contemplate increased ex-
penditure authorizations and appropriations.

4. ECONOMY-EFFICIENCY~—A CONSTRUCTIVE
APPROACH

The preceding observations are mot to be
interpreted in any way as underwriting waste
or inefficiency. Waste and inefficiency in any
form are indefensible. It is for that reason
that the minority favors the basic recom-
mendations of the Commission on Organiza-
tion of the Executive Branch of the Govern-
ment, commonly knovn as the Hoover Com-
mission. The minority recommends to the
Senate a careful consideration of the scien-
tific findings of this Commission as the most
effective means of meeting the long-run prob-
lem of efficient use of Government expendi-
tures. The recommendations of the Commis-
sion on Organization of the Executive Branch
of the Government offer the practical man-
ner and the constructive means of promoting
sound economy and efficlent administration
than over-all budget cuts as proposed in Sen-
ate Joint Resolution 108, which would L2
made without adequate study and without
due consideration to essential Government
services. This 1s at best a haphazard meas-
ure. It further represents an abrogation of
the constitutional responsibilities of the Con-
gress,

The biggest business in the world—the
Government of the United States—can no
longer be managed with the political instru-
ments of the elghteenth and nineteenth
centuries. Government in the United States
is no longer a simple thing that can be left
to political chance and medlocre administra-
tion. A twentleth-century economy pro-
pelled by the boundless energy of mass-pro-
duction industry and constantly accelerated
with new advances in the field of sclence can-
not be managed or regulated with the mech-
anisms of an unplanned, unrelated adminis-
trative establishment. The need for govern-
mental reform and organization is imperative.
It is a matter of sound economics and liter-
ally life or death for American political and
economic survival, When 20 percent of the
national income is utilized by the Federal
Government, it is tlme to take stock of the
means and methods which are employed in
the use and expenditure of such a vast sum.

We must provide essential services for our
own citizens, but the cost of our Government
is running perilously high. Our task is to
obtain the maximum use and production use
of every budget dollar. Economy in govern=-
ment does not necessarily mean spending
less. . It basically means obtaining the most
that is humanly possible out of every dollar
committed to public service. The question
of economy in government could well be
stated not In terms of dollar appropriations,
but in the use of those appropriations. The
effective use of public revenues is directly
concerned with proper organization of ad-
ministration. Modern tools of government
are no longer matters of academic theory.
They are absolute essentlals If we are to con-
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tinue our program of social welfare, public
improvement, and international leadership.

It is for these reasons that the undersigned
strongly supports the basic recommenda-
tions of the Commission on Reorganization,
commonly known as the Hoover Commis-
sion. This is not a partisan issue. It is not
one of mere dollars or of the number of
Government employees. It is an issue that
runs deep into the very survival of free gov-
ernment and a free economy. Either we
learn how to manage government, or the big-
ness oI government will overwhelm us,
Either we learn how to properly utilize the
vast sums of public revenues and how Lo
appropriately control and manage their use,
or we will bleed our economy into an im-
poverished condition.

CONCLUSION

The minority believes as strongly as does
the majority of this committee in th. princi-
ple of a balanced Federal budget and an
orderly reduction of the Federal debt. The
realization of a balanced budget and a sub-
stantial reduction in the Federal debt was
made impossible by the tax-reduction legisla-
tion of the Eightieth Congress. A balanced
budget is not an end in itself. There are
times when deficit financing is needed and
inevitable. This was true during the war
years as well as during the period of depres-
sion and the immediate prewar years. Pres-
ent requirements for our national defense
and foreign ald have placed tremendous bur-
dens upon the American taxpayer. These
expenditures may well be considered a part
of the war p and a justifiable con-
tribution to the achievement of stability and
peace in the world.

Shbstantial reductions in Government
epending can and should be made when it
will not jeopardize our security or our for-
eign policy or threaten the stability of our
economy. The task before the American
people and thelr representatives in Congress
and the executive departments is to secure
and maintain a level of economic activity
g0 high that it will produce revenues suffi-
cient to cover the cost of those programs
which the Congress considers essential and
which in addition will provide a surplus
for debt retirement.

Unemployment, falling production, and
sharp breaks In the market do not provide
&n economic climate conducive to balanced
budgets or an expanding economy, The goal
of a balanced budget may not be obtainable
in any single year. It certainly cannot be
achieved by the defeatist method of sharply
reducing Federal expenditures without re-
gard to the consequences of such a policy in
a period of business activity. Such
a course will only deepen and prolong the
business decline. The result will indubitably
mean lower revenues and a greater deficit in
the Federal budget, This observation is, of
course, predicated on the assumption that
the United States Government will not relax
its efforts toward European recovery and to-
ward the attainment of a stable and peace-
ful world. The cost of such & program obvi-
ously is great. The cost of failure is in-
calculable.

It is the opinion of the minority that the
Government should go forward with all es-
sential programs dedicated toward strength-
ening our own economy and directed toward
rehabilitation and recovery on the inter-
national scene. Furthermore, it is con-
sidered wise and prudent public policy on
the part of the minority that the Govern-
ment undertake additional measures which
may prove necessary to restore our economy
to the high levels of production which will
resume the upward course of economic
activity. For these reasons the minority
strongly recommends against the passage of
Senate Joint Resolution 108.

Huserr H. HUMPHREY,
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Mr. McCLELLAN, Mr., President, I
vield 10 minutes to the senior Senator
from Ohio [Mr. TarT].

The VICE PRESIDENT. The senior
Senator from Ohio is recognized for 10
minutes.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, in the first
place, I completely deny the figures and
the conclusions of the distinguished
Senator from Minnesota, as to what ap-
propriations can be reduced. As a mat-
ter of fact, the only nontouchable items,
s0 to speak, that I can find in the budget
are the interest on the public debt and
veterans' pensions, amounting approx-
imately to from $10,000,000,000 to $12,-
000,000,000 instead of $24,000,000,000.
The difference arises largely from the
fact that the Senator has included obli-
gated balances of prior-year appropria-
tions. Of course, Mr. President, we can-
not stop spending money we have already
spent and contracted for. But such items
are balanced by other money which is
appropriated for expenditure this year,
the actual expenditure of which will carry
over until 1950. So those items, of course,
can be cut. While the immediate effect
may not be had on this year's budget, it
is within the scope of the amendment and
such cuts can be made, in accordance
with the amendment out of, I figure, at
least $27,000,000,000 of the total of $42,-
000,000,000, instead of out of some $17,-
000,000,000, as calculated by the distin-
guished Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
Senator from Ohio yield to the Senator
from Louisiana?

Mr. TAFT, I regret I have not the
time. My time is so short that I can
but decline.

So I question the very basis of the ar-
gument of the distinguished Senator from
Minnesota.

Mr. President, there is no greater bur-
den on the people of the United States
than the burden of taxation which exists
today and which threaten steadily to in-
crease. There is no way in which to re-
duce that burden of taxation except to
reduce the burden of expendifures. I
know of no one who advocates a deficit-
spending policy. If we want to reduce
the burden of taxation, if we want to keep
that burden from increasing, we have no
other sound way, no other possible way,
except to reduce expenditures.

Mr. President, what is this burden of
taxation today? The President esti-
mates, I think a burden of expenditures
of $42,000,000,000, which has been in-
creased by supplemental estimates, The
total taxes which he says are necessary
in order to balance the budget are $46,-
000,000,000 of taxes during the current
fiscal year. When we add to the $46,-
000,000,000 the $15,000,000,000 for State
and local taxes, we have a total of $61,-
000,000,000, which is the present burden
of taxation on the people of the United
States, out of a total income estimated
today at $222,000,000,000, In other
words, the present burden of taxation,
if it equalled the expenditures which are
now contemplated, would be 27 percent
of the entire national income. When we
add to that the other expenditures which
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the President has recommended, $6,000,~
000,000 for compulsory health insurance,
an indefinite sum to carry out the Bran-
nan plan,-$4,000,000,000 for UMT, which
I think has been perhaps abandoned, we
can rapidly build up to a point at which
taxes will take more than 33 percent, or
a third of the total national income.

I do not know how far we can go and
still maintain a system of free enterprise.
Wha’ we are concerned about iz to keep
our production high and to maintain full
employment. How can we do it? Only
by a free economy; only by a system
based on incentive, and adequate rewards
to those who are willing to invest their
money, time, effort, genius, and daring
in expanding American industries. We
cannot stand still. We must constantly
add new plants, enlarge the use of ma-
chinery, and increase the productivity of
the plants, if we are going to maintain
full employment in the United States.
We cannot go back. Our system has
been much more successful than has any
socialistic system in the history of the
world. It has made this country the
greatest country on earth. It is neces-
sary to increase and to expand.

It is questionable whether we have
now any sources of new investment
funds, outside the profits of corporations.
The flow of new investment money
which investors are willing to put into
the expansion of industry has become a
mere trickle, Why? Partly because
there is a 38-percent tax on corporate
profits. The Government takes 38 per-
cent of a corporation’s profits. There is
also a gradually increasing rate on all
individual incomes. So it is far more
profitable for a person to take a low fixed
income than to run the risk of investing
large sums in business, because if he
wins, the Government takes most of his
prefit, and if he loses, he loses his own
money.

We are already in a very serious eco-
nomic situation, and unless we can re-
duce expenditures of government there
will come a time when we cannot main-
tain our system of free enterprise. I do
not know just where that point is, but
it is perfectly obvious that as business
becomes unprofitable, if railroads, for
example, should get into a bad situation,
there will be immediate excuse for the
Government to take over. The moment
the Government does that, we gradually
add to the burden. Every industry which
the British Government has taken over
is a new loss to the British Treasury, and,
at the same time, there is a much nar-
rower basis of taxation. There is a
greater burden imposed on all private
businesses. There is a point at which
free enterprise must go on a downward
path. This is an easy way to reach a
soclalistic state; probably it is easier
than any other way, because we do not
see what is coming. We are forced into
it by tremendous expenditures. ¥ we
cannot find a way to stop it we cannot
maintain our American econcmy. As
long as we give $7,000,000,000 to Europe,
we are going to add $7,000,000,000 as an
additional burden on our own productiv-
ity.

There is nothing more important than
is the reducing of expenses. Congress
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has done a good job on the military bill,
but there is a perfectly logical reason to
let the President do more of it. No one
can go into a business enterprise and tell
the management they have got to save
here or there. He cannot know enough
about it to know how they should save
the money., In government no appro-
priations committee can do a complete
job of anything. The Appropriations
Committee can reduce funds to what it
considers a point of safety, but it can-
not feel sure about going further. It
might be destroying a department’s ef-
fective work. Only the department it-
self can make the additional saving nec-
essary over what Congress has done.

It is a perfectly logical proposal that
we tell the President, “You must cut 5
or 10 percent from this appropriation.”
There is not a department of the Gov-
ernment that cannot operate just as
effectively with 10 percent fewer em-
ployees. That has been accomplished
in the Army. The Appropriations Com-
mittee has given Mr. Johnson the power
to rescind $433,000,000 of the appropri-
ation. There is nothing new or uncon-
stitutional -in the theory of giving the
President reasonable discretion as to how
he should spend money. We have given
him $100,000,000 for his discretionary
fund. He can spend it all or he can
spend none of it. There is nothing un-
constitutional in such a procedure.
There are many appropriations which
the President can reduce. Reductions

vere made by him in the expenditures
for public works 3 or 4 years ago. I
think it is a perfectly logical and consti-
tutional method of providing some addi-
tional cuts over what Congress itself can
make.

So, Mr, President, I urge very strongly
that the Senate add this provision to the
bill. I think with this provision and with
the cuts we have made in ECA appro-
priations and appropriations for the
armed forces, we shall come very close
to a balanced budget next year. I still
think the present burden of taxation is
dangerous. If ECA appropriations are
reduced, as I think they will be in time,
and we can reduce appropriations for
the armed forces, we can probably read-
just the tax system to the encourage-
ment of all industry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from Ohio has expired.

Mr. LANGER. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senator may
have one more minute so that I can ask
him one question.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. Presiden$, I
yield 3 minutes to the Senator from In-
diana [Mr. CAPEHARTI.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Indiana is recognized for
3 minutes.

Mr, CAPEHART. Mr. President, I
have been talking all year on the impor-
tance of reducing expenditures and of
a balanced budget. I can agree with the
school of thought which takes the posi-
tion that the responsibility of reducing
expenditures belongs to the Congress, I
think we should have had the courage to
reduce expenditures and to reduce the
amounts in appropriation bills, but we
did not have the courage to do it; at least,
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we did not do it. Therefore I shall vote
for this amendment, because I think it
will accomplish what I think should be
accomplished, namely, that we shall
eventually have a balanced budget. Ido
not believe this cut will anywhere near
balance the budget, but it will go a long
way toward balancing it. As g matter
of practice, the idea of asking the Presi-
dent of the United States to reduce ap-
propriations, in my opinion, is a good
business practice, because the President
of the United States should be in a posi-
tion to know where he can cut without
hurting his administration or without
hurting departments. If it were a busi-
ness matter, and I were the president of
a corporation, I would rather welcome
the idea of being able to cut where I felt
I could cut without reducing efficiency,
rather than having the board of directors
do the cutting. I see nothing wrong
with this method. I think it is the only
method we have of reducing expenses
at this late date. I think expenses
should be reduced. I think they must be
reduced. I can think of nothing more
fatal than for our Government to go on,
year in and year out, spending more
money than it takes in.

This is one method of reducing ex-
penditures. In my opinion, it is an effec-
tive method of doing it. If the President
will accept it in the spirit in which we
are offering it to him, I think he will go
over his different departments, the ap-
propriations, and the budget, call in his
administrators, his Cabinet members,
and those who are responsible for the ex-
penditure of funds appropriated by Con-
gress, and they will find that it is very
simple and very easy to reduce expendi-
tures anywhere from 5 to 10 percent. I
do not think the adoption of the amend-
ment would work a hardship on the
President.

I do not agree with the able Senator
from Arizona [Mr. McFarrLanp] that it
is against the Constitution. I do nof
think it violates any law. As I said a
moment ago, I think in the business
world it Is a very common practice, and
one which is effective, one which is often
used and often followed.

I again wish to say that I do not care

whether we spend $50,000,000,000 a year,
or sixty or seventy billion, if we are
spending no more than we take in by way
of taxes, provided, of course, the taxes
are not a burden on the people, that they
are fair and equitable, and are such that
they encourage private capital and en-
courage incentive capital. I hope to live
to see the day when our people will have
an income of $400,000,000,000 a year, and
when the Government might well spend
fifty or sixty billion a year, if it is spent
on a sound basis, and if we are not spend-
ing more than we are taking in, if it is
on a basis under which one can have
confidence in Government bonds and
confidence in our money. If we keep go-
ing on year in and year out piling up the
debt by way of deficit spending, spend-
ing more than we take in, I cannot pos-
sibly see but that the day will come
when we will get into trouble. I am con-
fident that will be the result, because I
do not subscribe to the theory that it
does not make any difference how big the
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debt is, since we owe the money to our-
selves. That is not true.

Mr. President, I shall vote for the
pending amendment, because I believe
it will be in the best interest of the people
of the Nation and in the best interest of
our own Government.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LoNG
in the chair)., The time of the Senator
has expired.

Mr, McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
yield 3 minutes to the Senator from
Mississippi [Mr. STENNIS],

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Mississippi is recognized
for 3 minutes.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
wish to announce that after the Senator
from Mississippi concludes, I shall not
wish to use any more time at the
moment.

Mr, STENNIS. Mr. President, some
weeks ago, in & brief speech, I announced
my interest in and apprehension regard-
ing our deliberate deficit spending in
times of prosperity. Idenominated it as
a “political sin.” I said at that time,
and I still think, that what we appro-
priate is primarily a legislative problem,
and that we ourselves ought to reduce
the appropriations and make them come
within the reasonably anticipated reve-
nues for the fiscal years. But as a prac-
tical matter and as a second choice I am
going to vote for the McClellan amend-
ment.

Mr., President, I think we are con-
fronted with one of the most serious
problems that confronts any nation in
the world, because our whole domestic
program, and our whole national defense

program, depend upon whether or not -

we are going to have reasonably sound
financing in times of relative prosperity.

I think the executive branch of the
Government has done fine work in re-
ducing the figures of the amounts re-
quired to carry on the military depart-
ment of the Government. I think they
deserve much credit for getting the ap-
propriations for the military depart-
ments reduced to what they are. As a
second choice, I believe they can further
aid the situation and help us extricate
ourselves from a situation in which we
are faced with a probable deficit of more
than $5,000,000,000.

I think that upon the course we take
with reference to the matter before us
not only depends the amount of money
involved, but the attitude of the Amer-
ican people, because if we do not put our
own house in order, what about the
young people who are coming salong,
getting their ideas as to sound financing,
and their ideas of thrift? What can we
expect from them?

I think the whole program of national
defense, the whole program of our in-
ternal improvements—social security,
rivers and harbors, flood control, funds
for veterans, and every other kind of
Government activity—depends upon
whether or not we really follow common
sense in getting our fiscal affairs in or-
der. It is up to us to meet the situation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. McCLELLAN, Iyield 3 minutesto
the Senator from Florida [Mr, HoLLAND],
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Mr. HOLLAND. Mr, Presidenf, I
strongly support the pending amend-
ment, since it presents the only way by
which we can now carry out our clear
obligations to reduce the expenditures of
the Government. The amendment pre-
sents no new problem. Such a proposal
has been pending ever since the war, and
Congress has been striving zealously to
find the real way to meet the problem.

The report on the reorganization of
Congress, made in the Seventy-ninth
Congress on March 4, 1946, contained
the recommendations of the joint com-
mittee with reference to the adoption of
an annual Federal budget, and with ref-
erence to what would happen after a
budget was adopted by the Congress in
the event tolal appropriations proved to
be more than the budget or the ability
of the Government to pay without cre-
ating a deficit. Iread from that report:

Should total appropriations later be found
to have exceeded the total budget figure as
set by the Congress, all appropriations except
permanent appropriations and those for serv-
icing the public debt, for veterans' pensions
and benefits and trust expenditures, would
be automatically reduced accordingly by a
uniform percentage designed to bring total
appropriations within the over-all limit pre-
viously fixed.

Mr. President, that drastic reduc-
tion which would have been uniform in
all cases, was much more drastic than
what is presented to us now. I call at-
tention to the fact that that recommend-
ation was made by a strong joint com-
mittee of hoth Houses of Congress, act=
ing after long and painstaking study.

Out of the 16 former wartime Gover-
nors serving in this body, I am very sure
not one will be found who di¢ not find
it necessary to conform the budget of
his State to the wartime conditions and
to adopt methods of saving much more
drastic than the choice presented in the
particular amendment now pending.

It is no hardship on the Executive; it
is, instead, a boon to the Executive to
enable him to claim that he has the ap-
proval and the mandate of the Congress,
representing the people of the Nation, to
make a reduction. It stands as his justi-
fication for making those cuts which will
enable our financial picture to be kept
strong.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Florida has
expired.

Mr. LUCAS. 'Iyield 15 minutes to the
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. WHErRrY].

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that at the conelu-
sion of my remarks there be printed in
the Recorp the names of the Members
of the Senate who signed the resolution
asking for a 10-percent cut in all the
appropriation bills. Sixty-three Sen-
ators signed the resolution, and I should
like to have the names appear at the
conclusion of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr, DONNELL, Mr. President, will
the Senator from Nebraska yield?

Mr. WHERRY. I cannot yield; I am
Very sorry.
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Mr. President, I now desire to sum up
the situation before the Senate.

There are three avenues open to us in
balancing the budget. The first is by an
increase in taxation. Senators know
how popular that is. We all desire new
projects, but do not want an increase
in taxes.

The second avenue is a resort to
deficit spending in peacetime. That is
what we have been doing for the past
16 years, with the single exception of a
brief time, namely, during the Eightieth
Congress.

Mr. President, if we continue deficit
spending, it will break this country. If
it is right to continue deficit spending,
why is not a substantial budget of a
hundred billion dollars brought in, if
that is the way to operate the country?

The third avenue is to cut the costs
of government. The Joint Committee
on Internal Revenue Taxation discloses
that expenditures for the fiscal year 1950
will exceed forty-one and nine-tenths
billion dollars, whereas the estimated
revenue for the fiscal year 1950 will be
between thirty-eight and thirty-nine
billion dollars.

Taking the figures of 3 months ago,
last May, we must conclude that the esti-
mated revenue of thirty-eight or thirty-
nine million dollars certainly will not
show an increase, but if anything will
show a decrease, so that the three-bil-
lion-dollar deficit arrived at in May now
shows an increase. According to the
chairman of the House Committee on
Ways and Means, Mr. DoucHTON, the
expenditure budget will exceed the re-
ceipts by $5,000,000,000 in the fiscal year
1950.

Members of the Senate, there is just
one sound, sensible thing to do, that is
cut the cost of government. That is
what I have attempted to do. I have
made countless motions to reduce ap-
propriations in committee. I have sup-
ported every move, with the exception of
the item of steam plants, to cut appro-
priations on the floor of the Senate. I
supported the proposal for steam plants
because I think once a policy is author-
ized it is unfair to sabotage the author-
jzation by declining one red cent of
appropriation.

Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. WHERRY. I cannot do so at this
time. I am sorry. :

Mr. President, I have supported every
motion to recommit appropriation bills.

I have supported every motion to re-
duce appropriation bills by 5 or 10 per-
cent, with the exception of one, and that
is the civil-functions bill. A motion was
made to eut the civil-functions hill 40
percent. Every Member of the Senate
knows how ridiculous it would be to cut
that bill 40 percent. Such a cut would
simply sabotage the construction work
necessary to be completed.

But I remind Senators that I did vote
for a 10-percent cut in the civil functions
appropriation bill, and 1 believe such a
cut in that bill would mean more to me
than it would mean to most Senators.

So, Mr. President, I have been con-
sistent. I say to the Members of the
Senate that I believe there should be a
real cut in expenditures. Since the com-
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mittee did not do that, the Senate can
do it now. This is the last opportunity
for the Senate to direct and authorize the
President to do the thing which we in the
Senate have not done.

Oh, yes, there have been some who
have talked economy, but who did not
vote for economy.

Now we hear the strangest argument
being made, which is that the so-called
McClellan amendment should not be
agreed to because it would be an abdica-
tion of the powers of Congress. The ar-
gument is being made by the very ones
who have wanted to increase the author-
izations by billions and billions of dollars,

Mr. President, the argument has a very
hollow sound, in view of bills such as
those which have been introduced by
Representative SpENCE, by the Senator
from Montana [Mr. MURRAY]1, and the
Brannan farm bill, which together would
give the President absolute power, I be-
lieve, to control, in a social welfare state,
all business, all agriculture, and everyone
else. Oh, how strange the argument is
which is now being made by some who do
not want cuts to be made.

Yes, Mr. President, there are those who
talk economy, but they do not vote econ-
omy. For example, take the distin-
guished floor leader. Let me quote from
a press release which the majority leader,
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. Lucas]
made recently. I quote from the Wall
Street Journal of Saturday:

“As majority leader,” the Illinois lawmaker
stated, "I have advocated every reduction in
Federal expenditures recommended in re-
ports of the Senate Committee on Appropri-
atlons. I am fully aware that the people of
Illinois, as well as the people from every
Btate in the Unlon, are seeking reductions in
the cost of Government.”

This statement seemed to put Senator
Lucas somewhat at odds with his White
House chieftain. In his mldyear economic
report to Congress last month, the President
warned lawmakers again,st cuttmg funds for
essential Government functions. He claimed
the huge volume of spending by Federal and
local governments is itself an element of
great stability in the national economy.

Oh, yes, there are those who talk econ-
omy, but who do not vote economy. In
order that the REcorp may be clear, I
should like to have printed at this point
the record of the distinguished senior
Senator from Illinois. The distinguished
Senator on more thar 30 votes has voted
to increase expenditures. I should like
to read to the Members of the Senate all
his record of how he has tried to practice
economy on the floor of the Senate. I
do not have time, however. So I ask
unanimcus consent that the Senator’s
voting record may be printed at this
point as a part of my remarks.

Mr. LUCAS. Reserving the right to
ohject——

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I do

not yield,

Mr. LUCAS. I object, then.

Mr. WHERRY. Very well. I shall
read the record of the Senator's votes
then.

Mr. LUCAS.
going on.
about me.

Mr. WHERRY. I am referring to the
Eenator’s voting record. In view of the
fact that he objects to his voting record

I want to know what is
The Senator is speaking
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being placed in the ReEcorp at this point,
I shall read it into the REecorp later.
The Senator has cast 30 votes to hike
up the appropriations on the floor of
the Senate. Yet he tells the people of
Illinois that he supports economy, that
he has supported every one of the com-
mittee amendments to reduce expendi-
tures on the floor of the Senate.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. WHERRY. Then there is the
record of the junior Senator from Min~
nesota [Mr. HuMPHREY].

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Loxeg
in the chair). Does the Senator from
Nebraska yield for a question?

Mr. WHERRY. The junior Senator
from Minnesota on July 18 filed a state-
ment favoring a reduction in appropria-
tions for the armed services, foreign aid,
and independent offices.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Nebraska yield to the
Senator from Illinois for a question?

Mr. WHERRY. But in his first year
in the Senate he has introduced or en-
dorsed bills that would cost the Ameri-
can taxpayer more than $30,000,000,000.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. Presiden{, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. WHERRY. I have seen no effort
on his part to cut ECA or armed services
appropriations.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. WHERRY. Yes, there are many
who talk economy, but if they believe
what they say, here is their chance to
prove it.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I
think the Senator from Nebraska might
do me the courtesy of giving me a reply.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Nebraska declines to yield.

Mr. WHERRY. Here is the chance
to prove how Senators feel about
economy.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. WHERRY. The junior Senator
from Minnesota says he wants cuts made
in appropriations for ECA, foreign aid,
and independent offices.

Mr. DOUGLAS, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Nebraska declines to yield.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President I want
to present his voting record. My exhibit
C contains the votirg record of the junior
Senator from Minnesota. He has either
introduced or endorsed pieces of legisla-
tion which, if figured up, will authorize
the expenditure of more than $30,000,-
000,000. That is how he believes in
economy.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr, President, will the
Sznator yield?

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have the voting
record of the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. HUMPHREY | placed in the REcorp at
this point.

Mr. HUMFHREY. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. OCbjec-
tion is heard.
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Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I want
to insert as a part of my remarks also
exhibit D, which shows how the Senator
from Minnesota voted on the independent
offices appropriation bill, which he said
he wanted to cut. Here are his votes
“yea, yea, yea.” He voted for nearly
every increase in the independent offices
appropriation bill on which there was a
vote taken in the United States Senate.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have my exhibit D printed in the
Recorp at this point as a part of my re-
marks.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WHERRY. The junior Senator
from Minnesota has filed a minority re-
port in opposition to the pending amend-
ment, to save the taxpayers money. Just
think of it. He has filed a minority re-
port in opposition to this amendment
which would have a cut of 10 percent
made by the President. That shows the
consistency of the position of the Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. President, the Senate must bear
in mind that there is a distinct difference
between appropriations and expendi-
tures. It is one thing to cut an appro-
priation, but it is another thing to
cut——

Mr. DOUGLAS Mr. President, I ask
for order on the floor of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Nebraska yield? I should
like to know from the Senator if he will
yield.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, there
is a difference between appropriations
and expenditures. That should be borne
in mind, because unless we cut the ex-
penditures as well as appropriations, we
have not made a cut on anything.

In 1947, for every $6 cut in appropria-
tions, only $1 was cut in expenditures.

At this point in the Recorp, Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent to insert
the statement made by the distinguished
Senator from New Hampshire which
brings out this point very persuasively.
It is to be found on page 1119 of the
ConNgrESSIONAL REecorp of February 10,
1949, I ask that it be inserted in the
Recorp at this point as a part of my
remarks,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

The matter referred to is as follows:

The actual reduction in all appropriations
eflected by the Eightieth Congress, first ses-
slon, was slightly in excess of $3,000,000,000.
Tne President’s August budget review, how-
ever, showed a revision in expenditures for
the fiscal year 1048 of slightly more than
one-half billion dollars, thus indicating that
appropriatlon reductions affected expendi-
ture reductions in a ratio of 6 to 1; that is,
for every dollar of appropriation reduction,
only about 1624 cents expenditure reduction
resulted. The answer to this situation, of
course, lies in the fact that the executive
branch penerally has at its disposal large
sums from previous yearg' appropriations
available for expenditure, It was a simple
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matter for the agencies to accelerate spend-
ing from these accumulations of previously
unused funds.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, that
statement makes clear that cuts have to
be made in expendifures as they are
made, or there is no cut at all.

Mr, President, the President controls
the rate of expenditures. He can slow
down spending projects. He can reduce
the number of personnel. He did so a
couple of years ago, and he did it a year
ago. He declared a moratorium on rec-
Jamation projects. He can reduce the
number of personnel. He can do the
very things which were recently done by
Secretary Johnson in connection with de-
fense. The President has as much au-
thority as has the Secretary of Defense.
He can do the same thing Secretary
Johnson did. There is no question about
the constitutionality of such action.
There is no question about the Presi-
dent's authority. If Secretary Johnson
can do such a thing the President can do
it, and it is simply silly to stand on the
floor of the Senate and argue that such
action is unconstitutional, because what
the Becretary has done is the proof of the
pudding. No one is complaining about
the Secretary cutting personnel. Why
should complaint be made against direct-
ing and authorizing the President to do
the very same thing?

Oh, yes; the Congress can control the
rate of expenditures only if it works

TasLE 2.—Ezxpenditures
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through the President of the United
States We make the appropriations.
He carries them out. He, and he alone,
says how fast the money shall be ex-
pended. After all, regardless of the ap-
propriations made, it is the rate of ex-
penditure that counts.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Nebraska yield to the Sen-
ator from Illinois for a question?

Mr. WHERRY. Just a moment.

Mr. President, at this time I invite at-
tention to the August Treasury Bulletin
to show how expenditures can be speeded
up or how they can be held back. I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp at this point as a part of my
remarks the table at the bottom of page
2, showing, by months, how expenditures
were made in 1949 and how they have
been made each year since 1941, This
represents my experience on the Appro-
priations Committee. It will be found
that in June of this year the same pro-
gram was carried out. The expenditures
were speeded up, and all the money was
spent, so that Government agencies could
come back to Congress to get new appro-
priations for the next year. This table
shows how the expenditures are handled.

There being no objection, the table was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

by maejor classifications

[In millions of dollars]

Total

!fxpsn‘;ifi- gmm;l&-

Interna- | Interest ; ures Mires ad-
F th National | tionsl | on the |\ orerans Total | foreign | justed for

iseal year or mon defense | finance | public Adminis-| Other | expendi- | economie| foreign

and aid debt tration tures | coopera- | economic

tion trust| coopera-
fund | tion trust

fund

1041 8, 655 1,111 563 5, 050 13,387 13, 387
1042, 2%, 266 1,260 556 4,105 84, 187 34, 187
1943_ 75,207 1, 808 602 1,014 | 79,622 79, 622
1944 80, 720 2, 609 730 2,25 oty b PR T 9F, 315
185 90, 501 3,817 2,060 2,525 08,708 | 08, 703
48, K70 e 4,722 4,253 2,133 00, 703 60, 703
16, 766 4, 4,058 7,259 5,378 90,289 o 39, 280

11, 364 7,143 am 6, 460 y a6, 791 =3, 000 33, 701
11, 809 3,01 330 6, 878 10,019 37, 067 3,000 40, 057
14, 030 f, 246 450 5,813 10, 818 4888 | ____ 41, 858

1, 155 155 236 7 1,174 3,558 183 3, 741

800 138 114 530 B61 2,143 192 2,335
715 282 570 487 815 2, B9 186 3, 068

31 174 212 400 878 2, 685 226 2,011

957 206 122 618 1] 2 815 Y 3,163
1,017 153 1,112 555 767 8, 603 409 4,102

1, 043 200 319 528 878 2,968 7 3, 205
830 6 141 547 751 2,046 326 2,072

1,109 505 5&g 840 T8 3, 621 30 3, 651

1,043 125 178 548 B54 2,748 403 3, 151
450 2 125 614 861 2,822 242 3, 104
1,159 524 1,670 525 801 4,679 77 056

Source: Actual figures from daily Treasury statement; estimates based on the 1850 budget document, includin;

effect of proposed legislation. Expenditure
therefore differ sornewhat from those in the budget.

Mr. WHERRY. The final point I wish
to make is that the President himself has
the power to carry out this authorization.
The President can carry out this direc-
tion of Congress. We have made many
such delegations of power. We did it in
the Federal Reserve Banking Act. The
Congress is authorized by the Constitu-
tion to print money, but we delegate that
power to the Federal Reserve System.
Ve can do the same thing in this in-
stance., Sccretary Johnson himself put

assifications shown here are based on the daily Treasury statement an:

a similar plan into operation. We can
direct the President of the United States
to do the same thing.

Mr. President, I beseech every Member
of the Senate to vote for this amendment.
It is a step in the right direction. It may
be said that the result will be to hurt
some activities, and give too much for
others. If we permit the President to
do what we are asking, every agency can
do exactly what Secretary Johnson did.
The President can look over the situation
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and make the cuts where the impact will
be least felt, in order to carry out a 48-
State reduction in personnel. It is the
sensible thing to do. It is the only way
to reduce an appropriation made by the
Congress. It directs the various agencies
to do exactly what the Secretary of De-
fense did in making a reduction in the
armed services expenditures.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Nebraska has
expired.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator’s time has expired. He cannot
yield for a question.

ExHIBIT 1

To the Honorable Scorr W. Lucas, majority
leader of the Senate, and to the Honor-
able EKennera S, WHeErRRY, minority
leader of the Senate:

The undersigned Senators respecifully re-
quest that the majority leader of the Senate,
Senator Lucas, and the minority leader of
the Senate, SBenator WHERRY, so arrange the
schedule of the business of the Senate that
Senate Joint Resolution 108, entitled “Joint
resolution to reduce expenditures in Govern-
ment for the fiscal year 1950, consistent with
the public interest,” shall be made at the
earllest practicable date the unfinished busi-
ness of the Senate, so that said resolution
may receive full conslderation of the Senate
and be brought to a vote on final passage.

Deamocrats: JouN L. MCCLELLAN, MILLARD
E. Typines, VIRGIL H. CHAPMAN,
BuURNET R. MAYBANK, JAMES O. EAsT-
LAND, KENNETH McCEKELLAR, A, WILLIS
ROBERTSON, WALTER F. GEORGE, HARRY
F. Byrp, G. M. GILLETTE, CLYDE R. HoEY,
E. C. JonNsoN, SHERIDAN DOWNEY,
SPEssarD L. Hounawp, J. ALLEN
FrEAR, Jr., Pavr H. Dovciss, G. L,
WiraERS, ToM CoNNALLY, PAT McCaRr-
RAN, J. W. FULBRIGHT, JOHN C. STENNIS,
Oy D. JoHNSTON, ELMER THOMAS,
JOHN SPAREMAN, LrsTER HUNT, HEREERT
R. O'CoxoR,

Republicans: StyrLes Bringes, KENNETH
8. Wxuerry, Crype M. REED, CHAN
GurNEY, Epwarp J. THYE, JoEHN W.
BRICKER, ANDREW F. SCHOEPPEL, ROBERT
C. HENDRICKSON, JOoHN J. WILLIAMS,
OweN BrcwsTER, WiLitam F, Enow-
LAND, ZALES N. EcTON, RoBERT A. TAFT,
ALEXANDER WILEY, CHARLES W. ToOZEY,
Joe McCARTHY, RaymMonp E. BALDWIN,
James P. EKeM, FHom=r FercUsON,
Epwarp MARTIN, EUGENE D. MILLIKIN,
W. E. JENNER, RaLPH E. FLANDERS,
MaRrGARET CHASE BSmMITH, BOURXE B.
HIickENLOOPER, KARL E. MUNDT, GEORGE
W. MaLoNE, IrVING M. IVES, HoMER E.
CAPEHART, LEVERETT SALTONSTALL,
Husa BuTier, Fomrmest C. DONNELL,
MntoNn R. Youxce, H. ALEXANDER
SwrTH, HARRY P. Camv, H. C. Lobee, Jr.,
ARTHUR V. WATKINS,

Myr., LUCAS. Mr. President, I yield
2 minutes to the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr, O'MAHONEY].

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr, President, I
am glad that the Senator has limited my
time. It will not be necessary to say
more than a few sentences to express my
point of view with respect to this amend-
ment.

I consider it to be a dangerous abdica-
tion by Congress of its constitutional
powers. When the Congress gives up
control of the purpose to the Executive,
it gives up the very basis upon which free
popular government was established.
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There has been altogether too great a
tendency in that direction during recent
years.

The bill which we passed surrendering
to the President the congressional power
to reorganize the various branches of the
Government is an indication of the same
trend. In the name of economy we have
endorsed the recommendations of the
Committee on Reorganization of the
Executive Branch of the Government.
Those recommendations only have the
effect of making big government more ef-
ficient, and not at all of demobilizing big
government in any respect whatsoever.
If any Senator who supports this amend-
ment ever again raises any criticism
about Executive power, it seems to me
that his vote will rise to smite him.

If we are to preserve popular govern-
ment in the United States we must pre-
serve the right of Congress to control ap-
propriations. If we give this power to
a President, he can go into any congres-
sional district or any State and use that
power for purposes which would under-
mine free government. I do not think
that will be done by the present Presi-
dent.

Mr, President, I am against this
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from Wyoming has ex-
pired.

Mr, LUCAS. Mr, President, how much
time have I left?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Gra-
HAM in the chair), The Senator has 31
minutes. :

Mr. LUCAS. I shall take 30 minutes
of that time.

A moment ago when the distinguished
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. WHERRY]
asked unanimous consent to insert in the
Recorp my voting record I objected to
it, primarily because of the fact that
after listening to the Senator from Ne-
braska last night on the radio, and know-
ing of all the mistakes he made in that
address, I was a little afraid to trust
him with my voting record at that par-
ticular time without having an oppor-
tunity to look at it before it went into the
Recorp. I shall have more to say about
that subject before the day is over.

The supporters of this proposal have
stated over and over again that Congress
is unable to evaluate properly the finan-
cial needs of the Goverment, and for
that reason they have proposed this un-
usual procedure.

This argument has been totaly dis-
proved., This Congress has demon-
strated that it is not wanting in any
respect in its ability to evaluate the ap-
propriation estimates of the President.
It has demonstrated this by its action
in reducing appropriations under the
President’s estimates by an amount ap-
proaching $2,000,000,000. It has dis-
proved this argument by changing more
than one-half of the individual items in
the President's original appropriation
requests,

The fact that the Appropriation Com-
mittees this session have taken more
than 20,000 pages of testimony substan-
tially contradicts this baseless argument.
I do not see how the placing of this un-
fair responsibility upon the President

AuGUST 29

can any longer be justified on the pre-
tense that Congress cannof perform its
own duties. The supporters of this
amendment must now find some other
grounds to justify this destructive
proposal.

This amendment is subject to serious
objection on constitutional grounds, It
amounts to an improper delegation of
constitutional authority to the Presi-
dent of the United States—the authority
to make appropriations which, under
article I, section 9, of the Constitution,
properly belongs to Congress.

The Constitution makes clear that
control over appropriations shall be in
the legislative branch of the government.
We say to the President under this
amendment, “Draw whatever is neces-
sary from the Treasury of the United
States to meet the requirements of this
provision.” The Constitution gives to
Congress control over the purse strings
of government. The framers of the Con-
stitution, in placing this power in Con-
gress, intended that public moneys
should be expended for purposes which
had met the approval of Congress after
careful and thorough consideration of
the needs of the people.

The proposed amendment delegates
to the President authority to reverse the
decisions of Congress arrived at after
careful study. Under this amendment,
the President could withhold funds
from programs which have received the
overwhelming support of Congress and
for which Congress has made specific
appropriations.

It is true that Congress has freely
delegated part of its legislative power
to the President, but this has been done
for the purpose of carrying out the ob-
jectives of Congress. I do not think
any Senator can point to a precedent
justifying a delegation of authority such
as this which directs the President to
ignore the objectives and decisions of
Congress. That is the distinction in all
the cases which have been cited by the
Senator from Nebraska and other Sen-
ators, in which we delegate power. Let
me repeat my last statement. We have
delegated power to the President for the
purpose of carrying out the objectives
of Congress. But at no time have we
delegated power to the President fo
ignore the objectives and decisions of
Congress. That is exactly what we would
be doing if we should adopt this amend-
ment.

Assuming for the sake of argument
that Congress can delegate its authority
over appropriations, a delegation to be
valid must contain standards and prin-
ciples which will guide the administra-
tive officer in carrying out his duties
under the delegated power. These
standards make certain that the officer
will comply with the intent of Congress.
This proposal contains ne such stand-
ards or principles. The provision that
the President must reduce over-all ex-
penditures from 5 to 10 percent and must
cut no agency greater than 20 percent
is not such a standard.

If Congress wishes the President to
make a reduction in expenditures, it is
up to Congress to state where the reduc-
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tion shall be made. Congress is im-
properly delegating authority to the
President when it directs him to choose
among varicus objectives all of which
have received the approval of Congress.

This proposal, if successful, will estab-
lish a new and dangerous precedent
which Congress in the future will seri-
ously regret.

This amendment should be rejected
because of its sheer unfairness. Under
our republican form of government, the
elected representatives of the people in
Congress must take complete responsi-
bility for their legislative actions or inac-
tions. On the other hand, the Presi-
dent must accept responsibility for the
wisdom or unwisdom of his proposed pro-
gram and for the manner and efliciency
in which he executes the laws.

This amendment brazenly places the
legislative responsibility upon the Presi-
dent of the United States—a responsi-
bility which rightly belongs to every
Senator and Representative. It shields
the Members of Congress from the brunt
of their rightful obligations. If we are
frank with ourselves, we must admit that
this is not a courageous act on the part
of the Congress. Every Member, before
he becomes a party to such an action,
should weigh the implications of his vote.

Mr. President, my point is that if the
House and the Senate can reduce appro-
priations by almost $2,000,000,000 under
the President’s budget of expenditures,
as they have done, then the Congress
can make further reductions in the ap-
propriations if it wishes to do so. If
Congress wishes to cut expenditures, it
should do it, rather than pass the buck
to the President.

It is plain to see how this shift in
legislative responsibility comes about.
Under this amendment, the President
will be required to make drastic cut-
backs in many programs that have broad
popular support. He will be forced to
apply economies in such areas as public
works, veterans' services, and agricul-
tural programs. Cut-backs in these pro-
grams will face vigorous criticism.

This proposal, in effect, will force the
President to make decisions for Con-
gress; the President, rather than Con-
gress, will unfairly bear the responsibility
of these decisions. I seriously doubt
that any Senator would want to place
the Chief Executive in such an unjust
position.

A moment ago a statement was made
by the Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
O’'MasoNEY] that if we grant this power
to the President, he could then, if he
desired, use it in an arbitrary and ca-
pricious way, and as a result could de-
stroy certain Members of Congress in an
election year. He could take from the
State of Nebraska, for instance, all the
projects the distinguished junior Sena-
tor from Nebraska has been sponsoring.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr.LUCAS. Mr. President, I shall not
yield to any Senator at this time.

The President could do away with the
projects the Senator from Nebraska has
been sponsoring under the flood control
act, or the President could take away the
Omaha post office, for which the Senator
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from Nebraska fought so hard on the
floor of the Senate.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LUCAS. The President could do
almost anything he might wish to do
under the power the amendment would
give him.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LUCAS. In other words, the
President could leave alone the projects
in Illinois in which the Senator from Illi-
nois is interested, but could take away
projects in which the Senator from Ne-
braska or the Senator from Arkansas,
for instance, is interested, or the Presi-
dent could seriously curtail those proj-
ects. So, under the so-called give-away
program about which certain Senators
talk so much, the President could do a
great deal to certain Members of Con-
gress in the 1950 election, if he so desired.
Yet, Mr. President, Members of Congress
who seemingly care so much about the
Constitution and are constantly heard
defending it now seem to be willing to
give this power to the President of the
United States.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, another
serious objection to this amendment is
the fact that it seriously threatens the
essential services of our Government.

An analysis of budget estimates
clearly shows that this amendment will
not result in a mere 5- to 10-percent re-
duction in most expenditures, but rather
the President in carrying it out will be
required to make large slashes in.vital
areas that will have far-reaching effects
that few Senators really want or are pre-
pared to defend.

This amendment provides that reduc-
tions in appropriations made by Congress
itself will be credited toward the reduc-
tions that are to be made by the Presi-
dent. After full credit has been given
for the cuts made by Congress, the Presi-
dent will still be required, under this
amendment, to reduce expenditures by
a minimum of approximately $700,000,-
000. This takes into consideration in-
creased expenditures as a result of the
military assistance program.

‘The devastating nature of this propos-
al becomes quite clear when we consider
the expenditures which would bear the
brunt of this reduction. Mr. President,
the able Senator from Minnesota has
gone over this matter, but it is so impor-
tant that I repeat it.. The Senate Com-
mittee on Executive Expenditures recog-
nized that over $24,000,000,000 of the
President’s budget for 1950 cannot prac-
ticably be reduced. That leaves about
$17,000,000,000 of appropriations to be
played with in connection with this
amendment. The trouble with a pro-
posal of this sort is that those supporting
it are attempting to make the people of
the United States believe there should be
a reduction all the way down the line.
However, as we know, there are many
items—comprising, as I have said, more
than $24,000,000,000 of the President’s
budget for 1950—which cannot be re-
duced. These expenditures are for fixed
or relatively fixed obligations. This fig-
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ure will probably be closer to $25,000,-
000,000 as a result of the increased ex-
penditures for price supports and the
military-assistance program.

In other words, a very small part of
the President’s budget must bear the
brunt of a minimum reduction of at least
$700,000,000. It should be clear that this
amendment does not require a mere 5
percent to 10 percent reduction in all ex-
penditures, but, rather, it may require
cuts of from 20 percent to 25 percent on
the items which can be reduced.

As we have seen, under this proposal,
the greater part of the expenditures for
1950 cannot be reduced. Expenditures
for the National Military Establishment
account for the largest share of the ex-
penditures which the Senate Committee
on Executive Expenditures classified as
reducible. The military appropriation
bill now provides for a cut of half a bil-
lion dollars. Consequently, it will be dif-
ficult for any further reduction to be
made there.

Marshall-plan funds account for a
large part of the expenditures classified
as reducible by the Senate committee.
Here, again, Congress had made drastic
reductions. If the President in carry-
ing out this proposal should apply addi-
tional economy to the armed forces or to
the Marshall plan, considerable detri-
ment might be suffered in our national
defense and in the ultimate success of
the European recovery program. How-
ever, in order to preserve the essential
services rendered by the Government,
the President may be required to cut
these programs again, ar a result of this
amendment.

The able Senator from Michigan [Mr.
VANDENBERG], in his remarks on the floor
of the Senate on June 28, emphasized the
necessity of protecting the ECA program
from the destructive effects of this econ-
omy move. Out of that discussion came
the provision which requires that credit
‘be given for reductions made by Con-
Eress,

Let me make it clear that this provi-
sion allowing credit for reductions made
by Congress does not prevent the Presi-
dent from cutting the ECA program still
more. Under this amendment, there is
still leeway, since it allows reductions
for any particular ageney up to 20 per-
cent. Four hundred million dollars more
could be cut from ECA and still be within
the 20 percent figure. The armed
forces appropriations can also be cut
further under this amendment. Since
all the economies which the President
will be required to make under this pro-
posal must fall within a very limited
area, the Senate in adopting this meas-
ure is for all practical purposes asking
the President again to reduce Marshall
plan funds and appropriations for the
armed forces.

When the distinguished senior Senator
from Michigan voiced his fears for ECA
on the floor of the Senate, it was pointed
out to him that this proposal did not re-
guire the President to cut ECA funds at
all; that he could effect economy in other
ways. It is this shifting of legislative
responsibility that is so objectionable
and which I believe no Senator can
rightly condone, if he votes his honest
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convictions upon this kind of measure.
The real fact is so clear that it hardly
needs stating.

If the amendment is adopted, the
President may find it absolutely neces-
sary to make additional cuts in ECA
funds and in the expenditures of the
armed services.

Mr. President, what I have said over
the radio and in the press, I stand by.
I have gone along with the cuts the Ap-
propriations Committee has voted to
make, even the 10 percent cut of the
‘ECA funds. That is exactly what I have
done, Mr. President, in the face of cer-
tain opposition on the part of some of
those high in authority. I stood four-
square behind every one of the appro-
priation bills which came from the com-
mittee with reductions in the amounts
carried. I did not go along with many
of the reductions proposed on the floor
of the Senate, that is, with some of the
minor amendments of which the Sena-
tor from Nebraska is attempting to make
so much.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, LUCAS. I do not yield.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Illinois declines to yield.

Mr. LUCAS. The ECA and the armed
forces account for almost two-thirds of
the so-called reducible expenditures,
Other Gov.rnment activities cannot
possibly absorb the full reduction.

Many Members of Congress are right
now criticizing the President because he
permitted the Secretary of Defense to
shut down certain naval establishments
in order to economize. This amend-
ment would result in more activities be-
ing closed down and, of course, more un-
fair shifting of criticism to the President.

It would be extremely easy to shift
criticism if the amendment were adopted
and the bill were signed by the Presi-
dent—which he never would do. Sup-
pose, Mr. President, the amendment were
agreed to and the bill passed, and the
President should say “This is unconstitu-
tional, I am not going to do anything
about it.” I suppose there would be
somebody here, as there were some folks
last year just before the election, who
would want to have the President im-
peached—and the President would then
go out and win another campaign, prob-
ably, as the result of it.

Mr. President, it is clear that the
amendment would result in more activi-
ties being closed down. If military and
foreign-aid expenditures are to be
spared, all the reductions under this
amendment must be absorbed by a lim-
ited number of programs having an an-
nual cost of $4,500,000,000. In other
words, the President would be required
to cut everything in this restricted area
by an average of almost 25 percent. This
would place upon the President an im-
possible task if essential services of the
Government are to be maintained. Let
us consider now the expenditures which
make up this $4,500,000,000.

The effect of this amendment becomes
apparent when we exXamine these pro-
grams. It is time that we cease think-
ing and talking in broad generalities
about economy and balanced budget and
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consider exactly what this amendment
means in terms of cotton growers in the
South, sugar growers in the West, and
veterans in hospitals. We cannot dis-
cuss economy separately from specific
Government activities. Economy be-
comes meaningful only when it is con-
sidered in relation to services our money
is buying—only this way can we deter-
mine what is and what is not genuine
economy.

The Committee on Executive Expendi-
tures has classified as reducible Veterans’
Administration salaries and expenses in
an amount of $746,000,000. A reduction
here of from one hundred to one hundred
and fifty million dollars would virtually
destroy most of the services rendered to
veterans by this agency. The granting
of pensions and readjustment benefits
depend upon the maintenance of an ade-
quate working force. A large reduction
in salaries and exXpenses would cut down
the number cf workers this agency could
employ to a point where normal services
could no longer be properly rendered.

The Administrator of Veterans’ Af-
fairs in testimony before the Senate Ap-
propriations Committee emphasized that
the medical care and hospitalization
program of the Veterans’ Administra-
tion would require $48,000,000 more than
provided in the budget estimates. He
stated that if these funds were not made
available, the Veterans' Administration
would have two alternatives. They could
either reduce the quality cf medical care
now being furnished, or reduce the num-
ber of hospital beds in order to maintain
present standards of medical care. As
a result of this testimony the House and
the Senate approved an additional $16,-
000,000 for the Veterans’ Administra-
tion’s medical program.

A cut in the Veterans’ Administration
salaries and expenses would fall directly
upon the medical program. A vote for
this amendment can only be interpreted
as a direction to the President to reduce
the effectiveness of many of the services
provided by the Veterans’ Administra-
tion. This would be a severe blow to the
physical and moral stamina of those vet-
erans who were willing to give all that
democracy might live.

Another item which may have to be
reduced by as much as one-fourth, if
ECA and military expenditures are
spared, is $599,000,000 in Agriculture
Department funds, classified in the com-
mittee report as reducible. A propor-
tionate reduction here would have to be
absorbed in the most part by the follow-
ing programs: Sugar payments, cotton
classification which assures higher prices
for cotton, the agricultural conservation
program, the Farmers Home Adminis-
tration, and the school-lunch program.
It should be clear to all that a serious ob-
struction in these broadly accepted pro-
grams would be extremely costly to
farmers of America and to the people
generally,

Over $219,000,000 of Bureau of Inter-
nal Revenue funds would also bear the
brunt of this amendment. From these
funds must be paid the enforcement of-
ficers of that Department. I would like
to remind my colleagues in the Scnate
that they voted to increase the number
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of enforcement officers to be employed
by the Bureau of Internal Revenue, and
they rejected by a vote of 75 to nothing a
conference report which did not provide
for these new officers. The Sznate by
adopting this amendment would be
practically reversing itself.

Post Office Department expenditures
make up a large share of this $4,500,000,-
000 that must bear the full reduction, if
ECA and the armed services are spared.
This would jeopardize one of the most
essential services rendered by the Gov-
ernment.

This proposal would also require a
considerable cutting in the funds of the
Federal Works Agency. This is hardly
the proper time to effect savings in this
area.

It shculd be perfectly plain that the
President would have difficulty carrying
out this amendment whether or not ad-
ditional cuts are made in ECA and the
armed forces.

The disastrous effects of this proposal
upon the essential and vital functions of
the Federal Government should be clear
to every Senator. Any argument that
the Precident need not cut the activities
which I have been discussing but might
reduce other expenditures is wholly fal-
lacious. Simple arithmetic proves con-
clusively that the very activities which I
have mentioned must suffer for thess
ectivities account for practically all of
the expenditures which have been classi-
fied as reduc:ble by the committee re-
porting the MecClellan resolution. In
other words, there is no other place
where economies can be effected.

So while thiz amendment may shift
legislative responsibility to the President
for reductions made on specific items,
Congress caunot shift responsibility for
the over-all effect of this proposal upon
the many vital activities of our Govern-
ment. This responsibility is firmly on ,
the shoulders of cach Senator who sup-
perts it. He will be accountable to the
people for the destructive effects of this
measure. This is a responsibility that
cannot be shifted.

Mr. President, the irony of it all is
that the Se-ate of the United States,
which is so economy-minded, voted
larger appropriations than were con-
tained in bills which came to the Sznate
from {he House of Representatives.
After that kind of action, Senators now
want to shift the responsibility of doing
thz cutting to the President of the
United States. We ourselves in the
Senate did not have the courage to cut,
but we had the courage to increase the
appropriation here over the amounts
approved by the House and sent to the
Senate. Oh, what a fallacy. What a
sham, Mr. President, this all is. What
a pretense of economy, Mr. President,
this kind of resolution. I do not quite
understand.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, w1l the Senator yield?

Mr. LUCAS. I do not yield. I do not
have the time.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
I wanted to clecr up something at that
point. I think it would help.

Mr. LUCAS. I yield to the Senator.
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Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
What I wanted to say was that many
Senators signed the petition only to get a
vote on the resolution, not that we would
vote for it when it came up.

Mr. LUCAS. Ithank the able Senator
for the statement.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
I want that plainly understood.

Mr. LUCAS. Ithank the Senator very
much. AsI pointed out at the beginning
of my remarks, the main basis for this
amendment has been disproved. I want
to emphasize again that no Senator can
support this amendment on the premise
that it amounts to only a 5 to 10 per-
cent cut of Federal expenditures and that
every Government activity can absorb
this reduction. As a matter of fact, it in-
volves closer to a 25 percent cut in every
expenditure which can at all be reduced.

As a final observation, I should like to
say that after Congress has solemnly
gone through the motions of seriously
studying and thoroughly considering ap-
propriation bills, spending on them weeks
and months, recommending and making
hundreds of changes, the Senate in-
creasing here and there the amounts al-
lowed by the House, and yet saving
approximately $2,000,000,000, compared
with the President’s budget, it must ap-
pear strange to the general public to ob-
serve the same Congress without any ap-
parent embarrassment telling the Presi-
dent to ignore all the studying Congress
has done and all the recommendations it
has made.

I do not see how anyone can disagree
that this proposal would not only set a
dangerous precedent but would amount
te a shunning of legislative responsibil-
ity. Above all it is a serious threat to
essential services of the Government.

Mr. President, I received a telephone
call this morning from one of the
most important men in this Nation. He
is not in politics. Every Senator knows
about him. He asked me to do every-
thing I could to keep this amendment
from being agreed to, because he does
not want to see this kind of responsibility
shifted to the President of the United
States when, under section 1, article IX,
of the Constitution of the United States,
it is the duty of the Congress itself to
take care of the purse strings and control
the funds of the Government.

I say to the Senate that if this amend-
ment is agreed to, Senators will regret
this day as long as they live. If this
amendment shall become part of the law
of the land, Senators will rue to their last
days the grant of such power to the Pres-
ident of the United States, I care not
who the President may be. We are in
dangerous times in the world. There is
totalitarian power everywhere, and yet
the Senate itself wants to grant such
power to the President of the United
States. Senators who call themselves
conservatives, who go about the country
telling the people that they are reaction-
aries, and pleading for the days of the
past, are willing to transfer this power,
this unbridled power, I might say, to the
President of the United States, in order
that he may carry out the duties and the
obligations which rest, under the Con-
stitution of the United States, upon the
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shoulders of each and every Senator in
this body. Senators can take it in any
way they desire. They can go home and
talk to the people about how they voted
for the great amendment to bring about
economy, but the people will find out

" sooner or later exactly what was involved

in all the economy tommyrot embodied
in this particular amendment.

I repeat, Mr. President, that this is
the most dangerous step which has been
attempted since I have been a Member
of the Senate of the United States, so
far as concerns the granting of legislative
rights that are ours under the Consti-
tution. No one can challenge the figures
which I have given. If this amendment
is adopted it may cripple the essential
domestic services of the Government to
the point where the Government may
break-down.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
has one more minute.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I yield 1
minute to the Senator from Connecticut
[Mr. McMAHON].

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Connecticut is recognized for 1
minute.

Mr., McMAHON. Mr. President, I
voted for a 5 percent cut in connection
with most of the appropriation bills
which have come before the Senate. I
shall vote against the pending amend-
ment. In my State, when a person is in-
competent to handle his affairs, some-
one files a petition with the probate court
for the appointment of a conservator or
a trustee. I do not intend to vote for the
appointment of a conservator for the
United States Senate. If there is one
thing upon which our democracy is
based, it is upon the fundamental divi-
sion of powers between the executive, the
legislative, and the judicial branches.
This attempt to put aside all responsi-
bility and to confess our inability to do
our constitutional duty is a pusilanimous
act. That is why, Mr. President, I shall
vote against the amendment.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Arkansas has 5 minutes.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, in
answer to what the able Senator from
Connecticut has just said, may I remind
him that in this very bill we have already

“voted to permit the Secretary of Defense

to become a “conservator” as he terms it,
of national defense because, as he im-
plies, the Congress did not have the wis-
dom or the courage to make the neces-
sary cut in appropriations. We have
established the precedent in this bill. If
we want to repudiate it or hunt some
dubious alibi to keep from coming out
into the open and going through with
this courageous step to balance the
budget, then let those who choose to do
it make their record accordingly. But I
shall not record my vote that way.
Those Senators who talk about delegat-
ing power have already repudiated their
arguments by adopting an- amendment
giving to the Defense Secretary such
power and authority. Explain that to the
country, if there must be some explain-
ing, If it is too much power, when did
the virtue, intellectual honor, and integ-
rity of the Secretary of Defense excel
that of the President of the United
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States? We can talk about its being the
job of Congress itself, but we shall have
to vote for another appropriation in the
arms to Europe bill. That will be an ap-
propriation delegating to the President
of the United States absolute power and
discretion to spend the money. The
money will not be earmarked for provid-
ing so many cannon, so many tanks, so
much for this country, and so much for
that country. We shall delegate full
power to the President of the United
States to spend it as he pleases if we
carry out his recommendation., This
issue is of great concern to the tax-bur-
dened people of the Nation. We have
asked the President to do many discre-
tionary functions time and time again.
If this amendment is unconstitutional,
then the President usurped legislative
authority of the Congress and violated
the Constitution when he impounded ap-
propriations made 2 years ago for recla-
mation and flood control. We should be
honest with ourselves and with the peo-
ple. I have no personal interest in this.
The first resolution which was intro-
duced in this Congress to do this job was
introduced by one of the ablest Demo-
crats in the Senate, the senior Senator
from Maryland [Mr. Typines]. Idonot
care what argument may be used, you
cannot absolve the President of the
United States from his share of the re-
sponsibility. He sends us the budget as
a guide for appropriations. It is just as
much the obligation of the President of
the United States to modify and revise
that budget to fit changed conditions as
it is the duty of Congress to keep appro-
priations within national income.

Efforts have been made to frighten us
with the statement that the President of
the United States mey be vindictive in
the exercise of this power. From whom
does that threat come? It comes from
those who have plead over and over again
for Congress to delegate power to the
President of the United States. If their
opinion of the President is that he will
not act fairly and honestly and in the
spirit of the statute, then they certainly
have less regard for his intellectual
honor and integrity than I have.

Efforts have been made to frighten
Senators regarding their State projects.
The implication is that the President of
the United States is so little in character
that he would stoop so low as to punish
the people of a sovereign State to gef
even with a Senator for a vote cast by
such Senator as one of the State’s rep-
resentatives in the Senate. Those who
made that statement have cast the as-
persion against the President. I did not.
I am willing to trust the President. In
the interest of the national welfare are
Senators willing to trust the President of
the United States to help us do this jobh?
They can answer by their vote. Make
no mistake about it, the Nation is con-
scious of an impending economic crisis.
This is the only way, and the last chance,
to make an effort to balance the budget.
If you really want to economize and bal-
ance the budgetf, vote for this amend-
ment. If not, vote against it.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena-
tor’s time has expired. All time for de-
bate has expired.
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Mr. WHERRY, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre-
tary will call the roll.

The roll was called, and the following
Senators answered to their names;

Alken Hickenlooper Murray
Anderson Hill Neely
Brewster Hoey O'Conor
Butler Holland O'Mahoney
Byrd Humphrey Pepper
Capehart Ives X Reed
Chapman Johnson, Tex. Robertson
Chavez Johnston, 8. C. Saltonstall
Connally Kefauver Schoeppel
Cordon Eem Smith, Maine
Donnell Kerr Smith, N. J.
Douglas Kilgore Sparkman
Dulles Knowland Stennis
Eastland Langer Taft
Ecton Leahy Taylor
Ellender Long Thomas, Okla.
Flanders Lucas Thomas, Utah
Frear McClellan Tydings
Fulbright McFarland Vandenberg
George McKellar Watkins
Gillette McMahon Wherry
Graham Malone Wiley
Grezn Martin Williams
Gurney Miller ‘Withers
Hayden Millikin Young
Hendrickson  Mundt

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is
present.

Mr. BUTLER subsequently said: Mr.
President, it had been my intention to
make a statement on the bill which has
just passed, but I was unable to get any

- time allowed for the statement. I, there-
fore, ask unanimous consent to have my
statement inserted in the REcORD pre-
vious to the vote.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR HUGH BUTLER
GOVERNMENT SPENDING MUST BE CUT

The issue upon which we are about to vote,
in my opinion, is one of the most decisive
issues we shall face in this session of Con-
gress. I refer to the pending amendment
proposed by the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. McCLELLAN] to require the President
to make reductions in the rate of spending
of between 5 and 10 percent by all the bu-
reaus and agencies of the Government. I
shall vote for this amendment and for the
reduction.

I say that it is a most important vote,
Mr. President, because it goes right to the
heart of the financial situation we find our-
gelves in today. Durlng the fiscal year we
have just finished, the Federal Government
spent almost $2,000,000,000 more than it took
in. During the fiscal year on which we have
entered, it is already clear that we shall
spend four, five, or perhaps six billion dollars
more than we take in, unless a number of
the Members of this Senate and the House of
Representatives execute a dramatic about-
face.

These excessive expenditures can only be
pald for by borrowing the money. There is
no other place to get it. That means that
the amount of these deficits must be added
on to the national debt, which is already
over $250,000,000,000.

This reckless policy of spending more than
we take in is not due to any lack of tax
revenue. On the contrary, the tax burden
is still extremely heavy. Federal revenues
are still very close to a record for peacetime.
Tax revenues during the fiscal year just
finished were still more than five times as
great as they were during the last vear before
the war—the fiscal year ended in June 1841,
Even these revenues are not great enough to
supply the insatiable requirements cf our
present Federal spending policles.
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During the fiscal year just finished, the
Federal Government took over $276,000,000
in taxes from Nebraska alone. That repre-
sents a cash payment of around $215, on the
average, from every man, woman, and child
in the State., For the average family of four,
it amounts to over §860. Even taxes of that
magnitude have not been enough to meet the
demands of the various Government bureaus.

The proposed amendment will require the
President to reduce expenditures on the av-
erage by between 5 and 10 percent. Assum-
ing it may pass, I believe it is safe to say
that the President will not cut such expen-
ditures by more than 5 percent. He has
given us the lead on these spending programs,
and he has never shown any great enthusi-
asm for economy. Even if he reduces ex-
penditures by 5 percent, the resulting sav-
ings would not be nearly enough to balance
the budget for this fiscal year we are enter-
ing. Five percent of the total budget would
amount to about $2,000,000,000—a very sub-
stantial sum—but still not enough to bring
the budget into balance. I could wish that
the amendment would require still greater
savings, and I would propose such an amend-
ment myself if I thought it had any real
chance of adoption by this body.

I realize that this is a very drastic and un-
precedented manner of attempting to deal
with our Federal financial system. It is true
it amounts to an abdication of the normal
responsibilities of Congress, by giving to the
President the right and authority to reduce
by his individual decision the various appro-
priation items that Congress has already
granted in detail. In effect, it is an “item
veto” on our appropriation actions. Nor-
mally, I would not favor such a course, but
the situation 1is too serious for half
measures,

Congress has the primary responsibility for
reducing appropriations, but Congress has
falled to meet that responsibility properly.
Some reductions have been made by the
congressional committees, but not enough
to meet the situation. If there is no way to
cut expenses except by giving the President
authority to do so, then we have no alterna-
tive except to give the President that au-
thority.

I wonder if other Members of the Senate
feel the same concern as I .do about the
financial course upon which we appear to
be embarking. During the 1930's for a num-
ber of years, we spent more than we took in,
but at least at that time there was a de-
pression with millons of unemployed and
farm prices at bankruptcy levels. Later on
during the war, of course, we financed a large
part of our necessary expenses by borrowing.
There was no escape from that,

There is no such excuse today. There is
no war and no depression, but we seem to
have caught the habit of spending so badly
that we can't stop. No matter how great our
tax revenues are, they are never enough, We
find ways to spend still more. No matter
how many benefits we have already given to
various groups in this country, we are told
they are never enough, Each year we are
told we must pass new legislation conferring
yet additional benefits on those same groups.
Every year we must spend more than we did
the year before to keep these various groups
satisfied, so we are told.

Our tax revenues for the year we have just
finished—fiscal year 1940—would have been
more than enongh to pay for all the costs
of the previous year—fiscal 1948, They were
not enough to meet our expenses for 1949
because we 'had increased our rate of spend-
ing in the meantime. We had enacted addi-
tional legislation and increased appropria-
tions, so that as a result we spent almost
£2,000,000,000 more than we took in. Dur-
ing this present fiscal year we have again
enacted legislation so as to increase the
spending total several billlon dollars more.
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Practically every appropriation bill we have
acted on has shown an increase over the
corresponding appropriation of the previous
year,

This Government is no longer a govern=
ment of the people, by the people, and for
the people. It is a government of, by, and
for the pressure groups. It seems that al-
most every element in our national economic
system has organized itself to put pressure
on Congress, so as to force increases in ap-
propriations. Every pressure group has.
found means and convincing arguments
somehow to persuade Congress to dip into
the pocket of the average taxpayer and take
out still more money for the benefit of the
pressure group and its members.

In this process of pressuring Congress into
giving special benefits, these pressure groups
have developed Nation-wide assoclations of
those interested in increasing appropriations
for their particular pet programs. Members
of these associations are notified when these
measures are coming up and told to write
their Congressmen or their Senators demand=-
ing that a certain appropriation not be re-
duced. This pressure is turned on and off
like a spigot. Just before the vote comes
up on any question, each of us receives a
flood of letters from our constituents insist-
ing that a proposed appropriation be main-
tained or even increased. We are given to
understand by these letters that this group of
constituents is interested in only one ques-
tion of the hundreds of questions that come
before us during a session. We are made to
realize that we shall be judged entirely on
the basis of how we cast our votes on that
particular question. In effect, we are told
that no matter what other appropriations
may be cut, this one is sacred, and it must
not be cut.

A few days later some other measure will
come before us, and again we receive a flood
of mail demanding that we support some
other new or expanded program. Again we
are told that this particular appropriation
or program must not be reduced.

That is how our Federal Government is
run today. It is sort of a gigantic money
mill., It takes money out of the hands of
every consumer and out of the pockets of
every man who earns a living. It is the silent
partner in every business, whether an indi-
vidual enterprise, a partnership, or a cor=
poration, demanding its share of the profits,
On the other side, it grinds out these gigantic
sums of money to every group which has
been able to push its program through Con-
gress. Everywhere you go all over the coun-
try there are special programs to help spe=
cial groups with the money taken out of the
pocket of the average citizen. Certainly
there is hardly an individual left in this
country who could not get in on some Gov=
ernment program if he wanted to.

The demand for this increased spending
does not come from the people. The average
man does not want still more taken out of
his pocket in taxes. The original source and
fountainhead of the demand is within the
Federal bureaus themselves. Federal em-
ployees are the idea men and the sparkplugs
for these new programs. They are the real
makers of policy. On Government time and
on Government pay they develop always new
and larger programs to sell to the Congress
and to the public. The explanation and the
arguments for the programs are developed
and worked up by the bureaus. This ma-
terial is passed along to the pressure groups
and handed out to the newspapers and maga=
zines. Soon it begins to appear in the Sun-
day supplements and the leading periodicals
in the form of articles and special features,
The general public, composed of the average
man and his wife, sees and reads this mate-
rial and hears it on the radio. It is always
presented very plausibly. The dificulties and
objections to it very rarely come to his at-
tention. The average man does not have
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time to think about every law that is pro-
posed here. He is likely to accept what he
reads.

The opposition is never so well organized.
Certainly there are a few asscciations of tax-
payers and the like around the country, but
they are never so well financed and well
staffed. They cannot draw on the United
States Treasury to finance any counter-
propaganda. Probably they do the best they
can with the limited means at thelr disposal.

When the averag2 man has had the new
idea sufficiently explained to him the pres-
sure group is ready to go to work. Members
of Congress begin getting the letters in sup-
port of the proposal. Many of those who
write do not even know for sure what it is
they are advocating. They have simply been
told to write their Congressman, and they
do so, urging him to vote for or against
8 certain measure. All too frequently the
pressure becomes too heavy to resist.

That is the history of most of the big new
programs which have been put into effect
during the last dozen years. The demand
for them did not come from the people .in
most cases. It was artificlally stimulated by
the Government bureaus concerned, with
the ald and assistance of the private associa-
tions that expected to reap the benefit.

All the pressure is on the side of spending,
and none of it is on the side of saving. Is
it any wonder if the average Member of
Congress finally gives in to the pressure and
votes for the program in question?

The same is true whenever any question
comes up of the rate to be charged for any
kind of Government service, The Govern-
ment, of course, cperates a considerable
number of activities which are more or less
of a business type. That is, there are reye-
nues from those who benefit which can be
used to pay the cost of running the bureau.
For example, a bureau like the Patent Office
charges fees for filing applications for pat-
ents. It used to be the case that the Patent
Office charged enough for such applications
to cover its cost of operation. The inventor
was required to pay a fee which was suffi-
cient to meet those costs. That is true no
longer. The fee that is charged is no longer
sufficient to meet the costs of running the
bureau. The same is true, I believe, with
virtually every other agency run by the Fed-
eral Government, Always the appropria-
tions have been increased in response to pres-
sure. Always the fees that are charged have
been held down in response to pressure. The
result is an cperating loss which, of course,
must be made up from general taxes. It
must be paid by the average man who has
no particular interest in or knowledge of the
bureau, rather than by the customer who is
benefited by the service rendered by the
agency. I believe there is not a single one
of these agencies which todey meets the
costs—all the costs—of its operations from
the fees and charges.

Even today we are told, Mr. President, that
we must increase still further the rate of
Federal spending. We have been urged tc
adopt the Brannan plan for agriculture
which will cost untold biillons of dollars
The demand for this plan did not come from
the farmers. Most of the large farm organ-
jzations are very much agalnst it. In my
State none of the farm organlzations are for
it. I don’t recall receiving a single lette:
from any farmer in my State in favor of the
Brennan program to let farm prices fall
and then pay the farmer the difference with
a Government check.

This plan is certain to cost billions and
billions of dollars every year. We do not
know how much it would cost if it were put
into effect. The Secretary of Agriculture hac
never been able to tell us. Becretary of
Agriculture Brannan has 89,517 people work-
ing for him in his department, and not one
of them can tell him how much his plan will
cost the Federal Government, Apparently
they cannot even give him a close estimate
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whether it will cost two billlon a year, five
billion, or fifteen billion. The cost doesn't
seem to concern him. He is apparently in
favor of going ahead with it regardless of
cost,

Another big new program we have been
pressured to adopt is the socialized-medical
program. This is another brainchild of a
Government bureau. It is sponsored pri-
marily by the Administrator of the Federal
Security Agency, Mr. Oscar Ewing. In effect
this plan provides that instead of paying
your own medical expenses you will pay more
taxes to the Government, and the Govern-
ment will pay your medical expenses. If the
plan is adopted, you will have no say as to
how much it will cost you and how much
additional taxes you must pay. That will
be decided by the Government. It will cer-
tainly cost more than your present medical
bills, if only because a certain percentage
of what you pay must be kept by the Federal
Government to cover the administration
costs. In effect the Government will decide
how much medical attention you need and
are entitled to have, It will pay your doctor
for you, and then, if necessary, raise your
taxes to secure the money. In England,
which has a similar system, the Government
has decided that every man who wants one
shall be entitled to a wig. BSince wigs are
free under the system, many men go and
secure wigs who probably never before real-
ized that they wanted them. Of course, the
cost is pald cut of taxes. There is nowhere
else to secure the money. The individual
who may not desire a wig cannot refuse to
accept it and thereby save his money. He
can refuse the wig, but he cannot save any
money by doing so. He might as well accept
the wig, whether he wants it very badly o
not. Then the cost is added on to his tax bil!
and everybody else’s, g1

These proposals—the Brannan plan fo
soclalized agriculture and the Ewing plan fo
soclalized medicine—are only two of the
programs that we have been called upon to
accept. Either of them will cost billions of
dollars. I am happy to say that the Congress
has thus far refused to accept either one
There are half a dozen other big, new, ex-
pensive programs that have been placed be-
fore us by the President, Most of them we
have not accepted to date, but gradually, one
by one over the years, they seem to get
through. We fought off soclalized, subsi-
dized low-cost housing for several years, but
this year it finally passed. It will add a few
more billions to the cost of the Federal Gov-
ernment during the coming years.

The point we have finally reached is just
short of disastrous. In spite of our heavy
tax burden, last year we ran almost $2,000,-
C00,000 in the red. This year the deficit i
to be larger. If this were an unusual emer-
gency need, perhaps these sums could prop:
erly be met by borrowing and issuing bonds
There is no emergency need, however. Thesc
spending programs have become the normal
mode of Government operations. Each yea:
they increase over the previous year. Un.
less some method is found—and found
quickly—to put a stop to this policy, the
situation will go completely out of control
and we are likely to lose all contact with
financial reality. Borrowing sounds easie:
than taxing, but it is not. It is simply put.
ting off until tomorrow what ought to br
done today. It is a method of avoiding ou:
responsibilities for the time being, in the
hope that some all-powerful savior will be
able to save us from our foolishness,

History is full of nations that thoughi
porrowing was the easier way. Once they
had embarked upon a policy of borrowing
they found it very difficult to stop. Deficit
finaneing led to printing-press money, and
that caused inflation.

A little inflation always seems pleasant at
first, but as it grows and grows, more and
more people are impoverished., Pricas go out
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of sight. Generally it continues until there
is some kind of crash. Then people come to
their senses and find they must turn to
repairing the damage.

If we are at all concerned about keeping
some kind of financial stability in this coun-
try, we must make at least a start toward
cutting down expenditures by adopting this
G-percent reduction. Certainly the President
cannot properly complain, since it gives him
the authority to decide where the reduction
shall be made. It will give him the right to
make reductions on those programs which
are dearest to our own hearts. He will be
able to cut out the proposed hospitals or
construction programs in my State or in
Btates of other Senators. Perhaps he will
cut in half some appropriation which I per-
sonally have been sympathetic to. Iam will-
ing to take that chance. This financial situ-
ation is too serious to do anything else.

Certainly it is not reasonable to say that no
reductions are possible. No one who has any
familiarity with the Federal Government
and how it operates believes that., One Cab-
inet officer—the Secretary of Defense—has
just proved to us all that reductions can be
made. He has issued crders for a reduction
of 125,000 civillan positions scattered all
through the country. In so doing, he has
been perhaps very stern. In some cases, he
has abolished entirely Installations which
were of tremendous importance to the locali-
ties where they were situated. That hap-
pens to be the case at one city in my State.
As a part of the reduction program, he has
deactivated a naval ammunition depot, em-
ploying over a thousand people, at Hastings,
Nebr., a city of 20,000, This action is a ter-
rible blow to the prosperity of that city. I
did not particularly like this particular ac-
tion, and I certainly wished that he could
have found it possible to spread the reduc-
tion out more evenly, or for that matter, to
make the reduction somewhere else. What-
ever the merits of this particular case may
be, however, it s obvious that there must be
strong and courageous action to reduce
spending of every kind by every agency. Itis
certainly unfortunate that no other Cabinet
officer or head of an agency seems to be as
willing as the Secretary of Defense to tighten
up the operations or cut down the costs of
his particular department or agency.

There are plenty of places where reduc-
tions can be made. In some cases, they could
be made easily if those in charge of our
administration were willing to look for them.
To glve one example, our policy of disman-
tling German plants over the last 4 years has
cost us directly hundreds of millions of dol-
lars. By destroying those plants and throw-
ing their employezs out of work, we have
added to the relief load of cur own occupa-
tion force and cut down the productivity of
the German people. As a result, we must
sour in something like a billion dollars a year
to permit the Germans to get the essentials
of life. No more ridiculous or inconsistent
policy can be imagined. Any reparations
shat we have agreed to, to be pald supposed-
ly by the Germans, have actually been pald
by ourselves. By destroying the assets of
those people, we are simply adding hundreds
of millions of dollars to our own tax load.

One cther example of foolish waste that
sticks out like a sore thumb was our policy
last year on potato Imports from Canada.
We were supporting the price of potatoes
here at home. We had let down the tariff
barriers on Canadian patatoes. As a result,
millions of bushels of Canadian potatoes
came into this country over the low-tariff
rates. We had such a surplus that we were
burning potatoes, yet Canadian potatoes
were permitted to come in to add to our
surplus. No wonder it is impossible to bal-~
ance the budget when.such things are per=
mitted. :

Perhaps if we pass this amendment, the
President will be forced to seek out and
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eliminate some of the more foolish programs
that the Government is engaged in. He is
in a better position to find them than we
are. His agencies and departments are con-
ducting them. Each of us in Congress has a
different idea of what should be cut. The
President at least 1s in a position to make a
declsion, and then make it stick. If he Is
required by this amendment to reduce ex-
penditures by $2,000,000,000, I have no fear
that he will have to cut any essential service.
He can make most of the savings by adopt-
ing some of the recommendations of the
Hoover Commission.

I very much hope this amendment will be
adopted. It seems to be the only hope of
making any real reductions this year. Next
year, if the Congress will adopt the proposal
sponsored by the Senator from Virginia [Mr.
Byep], by myself, and other Senators—Sen-
ate Concurrent Resolution 18—the Congress
may be in better position to make the neces-
sary reductions. At least I hope so. That is
a proposal that the Senator from Virginia
and I have been working on very hard for
several years. This year we have real hope
that it can be passed and put into effect for
next year's appropriations.

This year, however, there seems no real
prospect of any real reduction unless this
amendment is adopted. No one else has
made any constructive suggestion which has
any chance of success. The President has
made it clear that he will not make any
substantial reductions unless he has to. In
fact, he has winked at the deficit and said
in effect that it doesn't matter. I believe this
Congress should make 1t clear that, In our
judgment, it does matter. We can do so
by adopting this amendment, sending it to
conference, and then rejecting any confer-
ence report which does not include it. I
urge that we do so, Mr. President.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Illinois [Mr. Lucas] earlier in the
day made a point against the pending
amendment on the ground that it was
legislation on an appropriation bill. The
Chair's decision in the matfer involves
two points of order, but he.can pass on
only one at a time.

The agreement entered into last Friday
set a time for a vote on the pending
amendment and all other amendments,
without further debate, and divided the
time equally between the two sides. The
status occupied by the amendment, in
view of the agreement, is different only
from the status of an amendment that
is the pending question in thaf it fixes
the time when a vote shall be taken at a
given hour, instead of leaving it indefi-
nite, to the conclusion of the debate as
it may run out.

There is nothing in the agreement
which, either in terms or by implication,
waives points of order on the amend-
ment. It is an agreement merely for a
vote at a certain hour, and dividing the
time. The Chair therefore feels that in
the absence of any agreement waiving
the right of any Senator to make a point
of order, a point of order can be made.
The Chair is not passing on the merits of
the point of order, but on the mere parlia-
mentary right of a Senator to make a
point of order against an amendment at
any time prior to the vote on it. In the
absence of an agreement to vote at a
certain hour, any Senator has the right
to make a point of order against an
amendment on any ground he may al-
lege. That does not, of course, indicate
what the ruling of the Chair will be on
the point of order now made,
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The Chair feels that in the present
situation, and under the agreement en-
tered into, and in the absence of anything
which can, by implication, be construed
as waiving points of order, the Senator
from Illinois or any other Senator can
make a point of order against the
amendment,

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
assume that the point of order the Sen-
ator from Illinois made is still before
the Chair, Is that the pending ques-
tion?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
can hear debate on it at his discretion.
It does not automatically follow that
there can be debate.

Mr. McCLELLAN. As a parliamen-
tary inquiry, I desire to ascertain if the
point of order previously made by the
Senator from Illinois is the gquestion
pending before the Chair at the present
time.

The VICE PRESIDENT, The Chair
has not ruled on the point of order.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I understood the
Chair to say that he was ruling on the
right to make a point of order.

The VICE PRESIDENT, That is cor-
rect.

Mr, McCLELLAN. And that he had
not yet ruled on the point of order.

’I;he VICE PRESIDENT, That is cor-
rect.

Mr. McCLELLAN, Then I ask to be
heard, if I may be.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
Senator desire to be heard on the merits
of the point of order?

Mr, McCLELLAN. On the merits of
the point of order, and on a point of
order against the point of order, which
I now make.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The point
of order raises all questions involving the
point of order. It is not necessary to
make a point of order against the point
of order, because the point of order it-
self raises all questions involved.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I do make the
point of order that the point of order is
out of order, that it has been waived.
The unanimous consent request was
made by the majority leader on his own
initiative, of his own volition. He
framed the request in his own language,
and for the purposes he had in mind, to
bring about a vote on the pending
amendment, as the order said, and a
reading of the order will show that to
be true. Under the order debate on the
McClellan amendment was to begin at
11 o'clock and a vote to be taken at 2
o'clock. There is not a reservation in
it, and if a reservation were to be made
now, that would be a departure from
every precedent that has been estab-
lished in the past. I am advised by the
Parliamentarian that the Senator mak-
ing the request should have also made
the reservation, if one was to be made.
T'hat was not done, and according to my
information, obtained since this question
was raised, all past precedents have been
to the effect that a unanimous consent
order to do a certain thing at a certain
time is the order of the Senate, and ac-
cording to the rule, it cannot be revoke:
except by unanimous consent,
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Mr. President, I ask the Presiding
Officer if the obligation did not rest upon
the Senator who requested a vote at this
hour, and got unanimous consent of the
Senate for a vote at this hour, to reserve
the right to make a point of order. I
respectfully submit to the Chair that
the able Senator from Illinois at the time
he made his request, was not uninformed
as to the rules of the Senate. Certainly
he was advised that if he wanted to re-
serve the right to make a point of order
he should have reserved that right in
the unanimous-consent request, which
he did not do.

Mr. President, I respectfully urge the
Chair to preserve these precedents of
long standing. I do not want any favors
under the rules, but there is a rule, and
a rule that has guided and directed the
Senate throughout the years so I am ad-
vised. I earnestly insist it should not
now be abrogated because of a possible
oversight on the part of the able Senator
from Illinois who has the responsibility
for carrying this legislation through.

I say to the Chair that I recall a re-
cent occasion when I was the victim,
so to speak, of the operation of a rule of
the Senate. The Chair ruled one way
and the Senate overruled the Chair. I
am perfectly willing, Mr. President,
to have the rules and the precedents we
have established apply to me now. I
have been willing for them to apply to
me in the past. I am willing for them to
apply to me in the future. But I do urge
the Chair most respectfully—and, of
course, I have the highest regard and
respect and esteem for him—I do urge
the Chair that we adhere to the rules,
and if there has been a mistake made, let
the mistake lie where it was made, where
the oversight was, and let us not, con-
trary to precedent that after a unani-
mous-consent order is made to do a
thing at a certain time, and the time
set, and it becomes the order of the Sen-
ate, hold that by some parliamentary
procedure the unanimous-consent agree-
ment can be nullified.

Mr, President, had I known that
that was going to be the procedure I
could have spent more time prior to this,
arguing the point of order and also pre-
paring the precedents to cite to the
Chair.

We now find ourselves in this situa-
tion, and we are asked now, or will be
asked, to abide by a decision here that
according to my information violates
every precedent of the Senate with re-
gard to unanimous-consent requests. I
may say that if what the Chair has ruled
or is about to rule upon this point is to
be the rule of the Senate, then no unani-
mous-consent agreement in the future
can be stable and dependable, and reli-
able, but resort can be made to any par-
liamentary rule or trick that may be
permitted under the rules of the Senate
to nullify any unanimous-consent agree-
ment.

I hope the precedents will not be over-
thrown and this new precedent estah-
lished.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Will the
Senator from Arkansas refer the Chair
to any precedent of the Senate in all of
its history holding that unanimous-con-
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sent agreement to vote on an amend-
ment or a bill at a given hour foreclosed
the right of any Senator to make a point
of order against it?

Mr. McCLELLAN, My information
is—and I obtained it in answer to my
inquiry from the Parliamentarian——

The VICE FRESIDENT. The Chair
also consulted the Parliamentarian and
his answer is to the contrary to what the
Senator has said, that there is no such
precedent.

Mr. McCLELLAN. May I ask the
Chair if there is any precedent for the
ruling the Chair is making?

The VICE PRESIDENT, There is no
precedent either way, but there has to be
one some time when a new question
comes up, anc the Chair has made his
ruling on what seems to be the logic of
the situation, because it would be obvi-
ously impossible to obtain a unanimous-
consent agreement to vote at any hour
on anything if by agreeing to vote at a
given hour all Senators waive their rights
to make points of order under the rules
of the Senate. The Chair realizes that
his ruling will probably be appealed from,
and he may be overruled either way he
rules,

While the Chair has the same amount
of pride that any other human has in
being sustained, either here or elsewhere,
personally he is not concerned about
whether he will be sustained or overruled,
but he is concerned about what sort of
precedent is to be set now in a new par-
liamentary situation which has never
arisen before, as to whether by agreeing
to voie ¢n anything—and particularly an
amendment—at a given time, all Sena-
tor’s waive the right to make points of
order. If it is done in regard to the
amendment of the Senator from Arkan-
sas it would apply to all other amend-
ments. There are six or seven amend-
ments yet to be offered and to be voted
on. No one knows precisely what they
are. If by agreeing to vote on the Sen-
ator’s amendment and all amendments
at 2 o'clock all Senators waive their
rights to make points of order, they would
foreclose themselves against making a
point of order against an amendment
they had not even heard read from the
desk.

Therefore the Chair adheres to his
ruling that the point of order may be
made.

The question as to how the Chair will
rule on the point of order is entirely
another matter.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I may point out to
the Chair that at the time this request
was made the able senior Senator from
Georgia [Mr. Georcge]l made a reserva-
tion that all amendments to be consid-
ered would have to be germane. I as-
sume he made that request in order to
make certain that no amendments would
be offered which were not germane, and
that no amendments would be offered
that we would have to vote on the ques-
tion by a yea-and-nay vote.

The VICE PRESIDENT, The question
of reserving the right to question the
germaneness of amendment under an
agreement that is stipulated in writing,
is one thing, and it is another thing to
assume that by agreeing to voie at a
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given hour all Senators waive their rights
to make points of order. The Chair can-
not believe that the Senate intended
that every Senator—those who were here
and those who were not here at the time
this agreement was entered into—should
waive all points of order to amendments
that might be offered. Otherwise, as to
the matter of germaneness, no Senator
could make a point of order to any
amendment that may be hereafter of-
ered until a final vote is had on the bill,

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr, President, may
I make an inquiry? -

The VICE PRESIDENT. Yes.

Mr. McCLELLAN. When the request
was made to begin debate at 11 o'clock
on this amendment, and to vote on it at
2 o'clock, if there was to be a point of
order made against it certainly reserva-
tion should have been made then, be-
cause every Senator in this body, and
most of all the able majority leader,
knew what the amendment was. If
there was to be a point of order made I
feel that reservation should have been
made as that time.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
might say that it is not necessary for a
Senator to reserve the right to make a
point of order. That is an inherent par-
liamentary right enjoyed by every Sena-
tor in this body.

Mr, LUCAS. Mr, President, I should
like to be heard for just a few moments.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
has ruled on the point of order that the
point of order can be made. If any Sen-
ator wishes to appeal from that ruling—
and that is wholly independent of the
merits of the amendment itself and the
further point of order that the Senator
has made that it is legislation on an ap-
propriation bill—the Chair, of course,
would be glad to hear argument on that
point. But on the question that the
Senator from Illinois has a right to make
a point of order, the Chair has ruled.

.Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the
Chair permit me to say a word in reply
to the Senator from Arkansas with re-
spzet to the ruling the Chair has made
that a point of order can be made under
the unanimous-consent agreement? In
the first place, I want the Senator from
Arkansas to understand that there is no
trick, no device upon the part of the
majority leader to try to take advantage
of the situation. As everyone knows,
the Senator from Arkansas gave notice
of a motion to suspend the rule with re-
spect to this particular amendment,
Everyone knows that it is legislation
upon an appropriation bill. There can
be no question about that. It never
occurred to the Senator from Illinois
that in entering into this unanimous-
consent agreement he was waiving any
rights with respect to making a point of
order on an amendment which involves
the question of suspending the rules. I
do not believe that any other Senator
understood the situation any differently
until today, when we began discussing
the question with the Parliamentarian.

As the Vice President stated a moment
ago, there are no precedents for this.
This is an important question. If we
must waive points of order in connection
with unanimous-consent agreements, we
shall have to start looking for something
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other than the unanimous-consent
agreement to expedite proceedings.

I respectfully submit to the Chair that
a point of order is entirely different from
an amendment. I am satisfied that the
Chair has ruled correctly in holding that
a point of order can be made. I shall
wish to argue the point of order against
my point of order at the proper time. An
effort is being made to take advantage of
a rule by holding tenaciously and rigidly
to a unanimous-consent agreement when
every Senator knows that this amend-
ment is legislation on an appropriation
bill. I shall have a little more to say on
that subject later.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I agree
with the distinguished Senator from Illi-
nois that a point of order is different from
an amendment. It was my understand-
ing from the press, and from the discus-
slon on the floor of the Senate, that the
distinguished Senator from Illinois
knew——

Mr. LUCAS. O Mr. President——

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I de-
cline to yield.

Mr. LUCAS. I challenge that state-
ment.

The VICE PRESIDFNT. The Senator
from Nebraska does not have fo yield,
and the Senator from Illinois cannot
make him yield.

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from Illi-
nois has been challenging my statements
all day.

Mr. President, I shall appeal from the
ruling of the Chair, and the Senate can
do what it pleases. It is my feeling that
the Senator from Illinois, judging from
the observations he has made not only
on this bill but on other bills, knew that
this was legislation on an appropriation
bill. There is no doubt about that. He
made the proposal that the Senate pro-
ceed to vote on the McClellan amend-
ment at 2 o’clock today.

Let us look at the history of the unani-
mous-consent agreement. Let us turn
to the ConGREssIONAL REcORD of August
26, 1949, page 12310, which will show
what was said, I read from the first
column:

Mr. WrEerrY. Mr. President, I think that is
agreeable. I want to ask a question, how-
ever, Does that mean that each amendment
which is reached this afternoon will have to
be voted on today?

Mr. Lucas. Any amendment that comes up
this afternoon, on which the Senate desires
to vote, will be voted on today. v

Mr. Wuerry. If the rescission amendment
is offered this afternoon, or if it is not offered
until Monday—I am not sure when it is pro-
posed to offer that amencment—it will be
voted upon as one of the amendments, at
2 o’clock on Monday?

Mr. Lucas. That is perfectly agreeable.

That is written into the unanimous-
consent agreement. If we turn to the
unanimous-consent agreement, we find
that it reads as follows:

And at the hour of 2 o'clock p. m. on said
day the Senate proceed to vote, without fur-
ther debate, upon said amendment or any
amendment that may be pending or that may
be proposed, and upon the passage of the
said bill,

What could be lainer than that?

Certainly thie distinguished majority
leader knew, when this proposal was
made, whether or not he intended to
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make a point of order. I do not say that
a mistake was made. I believe that
Senators must realize that if a unani-
mous-consent agreement is to be pre-
served, if it means anything, it means
what it says. The unanimous-consent
agreement in this case provides that we
are to vote on the McClellan amendment
at 2 o'clock this afternoon. When Sen-
ators agreed to vote, they waived every
right they had with regard to anything.
They agreed to vote on the amendment.

Mr. President, I respectfully appeal
from the decision of the Chair.

The VICE PRESIDENT. This agree-
ment was entered into not with respect
to an amendment which was pending or
which had been offered. It was made
with respect to an amendment intended
to be offered by the Senator from Ar-
kansas. Suppose over the week end the
Senator from Arkansas had changed his
mind and no longer intended to offer the
amendment, and did not offer it. The
2 o'clock hour for voting would still
have applied to all other amendments.

Mr. WHERRY. Whether or not he
could withdraw his amendment is an-
other question. I respectfully submit
to the distinguished occupant of the
Chair that the question at issue is, Did
the majority leader waive his right to
make a point of order when he agreed
to the unanimous-consent request?

Again I read the colloguy which pre-
ceded the agreement:

Mr., WHERRY. Mr, President, I think that
is agreeable. * * * If the rescission
amendment is offered this afternoon, or if
it is not offered until Monday—I am not sure
when it is proposed to offer that amend-
ment—it will be voted upon as one of the
amendments, at 2 o'clock on Monday?

Mr. Lucas. That is perfectly agreeable.

Ordinarily we can appeal from a deci-
sion of the Chair on a point of order, and
the appeal is debatable. We could argue
at length, and defeat the very purpose of
the unanimous-consent agreement. I
believe that in the interest of good gov-
ernment and orderly procedure, in the
absence of a precedent, we should estab-
lish a precedent, so that we may under-
stand that when we enter into a unani-
mous-consent agreement to vote on a
certain question at a certain hour, we
can rely upon it.

Mr. President, I respectfully appeal
from the decision of the Chair, and on
that question I ask for the yeas and nays.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Nebraska appeals from the decision
of the Chair. The question is, Shall the
decision of the Chair stand as the judg-
ment of the Senate? On that guestion
the yeas and nays have been demanded.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre-
tary will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr, President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
will state it.

Mr. WHERRY. A vote “yea” is a vote
to sustain the Chair, is it not?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
is correct.

Mr. WHERRY. And a vote “nay”isa
vote to overrule the Chair.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. That is true.

Mr. WHERRY., Therefore, a Senator
who believes that the unanimous-consent
agreement should stand——

The VICE PRESIDENT, The Senator
cannot argue the question,

Mr, WHERRY., I am not arguing.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
is arguing. A “yea’” vote means a vote to
sustain the Chair. A “nay” vote means a
vote to overrule the Chair; and that is as
obvious as the nose on my face.

Mr. WHERRY. Ithank the Chair very
much.

The legislative clerk resumed and con-
cluded the calling of the roll,

Mr. LUCAS. I announce that the
Senator from California (Mr. DowNEY]
and the Senator from Washington [(Mr.
MacnUson] are absent on official busi-
ness.

The Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
Huntl is absent-by leave of the Senate on
official business.

The Senator from Colorado [Mr.,
JOHNSON], the Senator from South Caro-
lina [Mr. MayBaNk], the Senator from
Nevada [Mr. McCarran], and the Sena-
tor from Georgia [Mr. RusseLL] are ab-
sent by leave of the Senate.

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Mryers] is absent on public business.

The Senator from Washington [Mr,
MacenusonN] is paired on this vote with
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. JENRER].
If present and voting, the Senator from
Washington would vote “yea,” and the
Senator from Indiana would vote “‘nay.”

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
MyERs] is paired on this vote with the
Senator from Washington [Mr. Caml.
If present and voting, the Senator from
Pennsylvania would vote “yea,” and the
Senator from Washington would vote
“nay.”

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr,
Barpwin], who is absent by leave of the
Senate on official business, is paired with
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. BRICKER],
who is necessarily absent. If present
and voting, the Senator from Connecti-
cut would vote “yea,” and the Senator
from Ohio would vote “nay.”

The Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. Bringes], who is necessarily absent,
is paired with the Senator from Massa-
chusetts [Mr, LobGe], who is absent by
leave of the Senate. If present and vot-
ing, the Senator from New Hampshire
would vote “nay,” and the Senator from
Massachusetts would vote “yea.”

The Senator from Michigan [Mr. FER-
cuson], who is absent by leave of the
Senate, is paired with the Senator from
Oregon [Mr., Morsel, who is absent on
official business, If present and voting,
the Senator from Michigan would vote
“nay,” and the Senator from Oregon
would vote “yea.”

The Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr, Tosey] is absent by leave of the
Senate,

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
TrYE] is necessarily absent.

The Senator from Washington [Mr.
Caml, who is absent by leave of the
Senate, is paired with the Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Myers]., If present
and voting, the Senator from Washing-
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ton would vote “nay,” and the Senator
from Pennsylvania would vete “yea.”

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. JEN-
NER], who is necessarily absent, is paired
with the Senator from Washington [Mr.
Macnuson]. If present and voting, the
Senator from Indiana would vote “nay,”
and the Senator from Washington would
vote “yea.”

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Mc-
CartHY] is detained on official business.

The result was announced—yeas 41,
nays 36, as follows:

YEAS—41
Alken Hil Murray
Anderson Hoey Neely
Chapman Humphrey O'Conor
Chavez Johnson, Tex. O'Mahoney
Connally Johnston, 8. C. Pepper
Douglas Kefauver Robertson
Dulles Kerr Sparkman
Ellender Kilgore Btennis
Flanders Langer Taylor A
Frear Leahy Thomas, Okla
Gillette Lucas Thomas, Uteh
Graham McFarland Vandenberg
Green McMahon Withers
Hayden Miller

NAYS—36
Brewster Hickenlooper Reed
Butler Holland Saltonstall
Byrd Ives Schoeppel
Capehart Kem Smith, Maine
Cordon Enowland Smith, N J.
Donnell Long Taflt
Eastland MeClellan Tydings
Ecton McKellar Watkins
Fulbright Malone Wherry
George Martin Wiley
Gurney Millikin Williams
Hendrickson Mundt Young

NOT VOTING—19

Baldwin Jenner Morse
Bricker Johnson, Colo. Mpyers
Bridges Lodge Russell
Cain McCarran Thye
Downey McCarthy Tobey
Ferguson Magnuson
Hunt Maybank

So the decision of the Chair stood as
the judgment of the Senate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
now is on the point of order made by
the Senator from Illinois that this
amendment constitutes legislation on an
appropriation bill.

Does any Senator wish to argue the
point of order?

SEVERAL SENATORS. Votel

The VICE PRESIDENT.
Chair will rule.

The Chair rules that the amendment
is legislation on an appropriation bill,
and therefore is repugnant to the rule.
The Chair bases his ruling upon the fact
that this amendment affects not only the
appropriation bill now before the Sen-
ate but also all appropriation bills here-
tofore passed and all future appropria-
tion bills passed at this session between
now and the date of the final adjourn-
ment of the session; and, in the opinion
of the Chair, the amendment is obviously
legislation on an appropriation bill.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
move to suspend the rule in order that
the amendment may be offered.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is on agreeing to the motion of the Sen-
ator from Arkansas to suspend the rule.

Mr. McCLELLAN, Mr. TAFT, and other
Senators asked for the yeas and nays;
and the yeas and nays were ordered.

The VICE PRESIDENT, The Secre-
tary will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll,

Vote!
If not, the
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Mr. LUCAS. Iannounce that the Sen-
ator from California [Mr. DownNEY], and
the Senator from Washington [Mr. Mag-
nuson] are absent on official business.

The Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
Hunt] is absent by leave of the Senate
on official business.

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. JoHN-
son], the Senator from South Carolina
[Mr. Maveankl, the Senator from Ne-
vada [Mr. McCarraN], and the Senator
from Georgia [Mr. RusserLr] are absent
by leave of the Senate.

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr,
Mvers] is absent on public business.

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. JoaN-
son] and the Senator from Nevada [Mr.
McCarran] are paired on this vote with
the Senator from Washington [Mr. Mag~
nuson]. If present and voting, the Sen-
ator from Colorado and the Senator from
Nevada would vote "'yea,” and the Sena-
tor from Washington would vote “nay.”

The Senator from Georgia [Mr. Rus-
sELL], and the Senator from Connecticut
[Mr. Barpwin] are paired on this vote
with the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Mryers]l. If present and voting, the Sen-
ator from Georgia and the Senator from
Connecticut would vote “yea,” and the
Senator from Pennsylvania would vote
“nay."”

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
Bripces], who is necessarily absent, and
the Senator from Michigan [Mr. FERGU-
son], who is absent by leave of the Sen-
ate, are paired with the Senator from
Oregon [Mr. Morsel, who is absent on
official ousiness. If present and voting,
the Senator frem New Hampshire and
the Senator from Michigan would vote
“yea” and the Senator from Oregon
would vote “nay.”

The Senator from Chio [Mr. BRICKER],
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. JENNER],
and the Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
TaYE] are necessarily absent. If present
end voting, the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
Bricker] and the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. JENNER] would vote “yea.”

The Senator from Washington [Mr.
Caix], the Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. Lopce]l, and the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. Tosey] are absent by
leave of the Senate. If present and vot-
ing, the Senator from Washington [Mr.
Cain], the Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. Lopcel, and the Senator from New
‘Hampshire [Mr. Tosey]l would vote
‘yea."

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
Barpwin], who is absent by leave of the
Senate on official business, and the Sena-
tos from Georgia [Mr. RusseLn] are
paired with the Seznator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. Myers]. If present and vot-
ing, the Senator from Connecticut and
the Senator from Georgia would vote
“yea,” and the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania would vote “nay.”

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
McCarTHY] is detained on official busi-
ness.

The result was announced—yeas 49,
nays 28, as follows:

YEAS—49
Brewster Cordon Ecton
Butler Douglas Ellender
Byrd Dulles Flanders
Capehart Esstand Frear
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Fulbright McClellan Sparkman
George McEellar Btennis
Gillette Malone Taft
Gurney Martin Thomas, Okla,
Heandrickson Millikin Tydings
Hickenlooper Mundt Vandenberg
Hin O'Conor Watkins
Hoey Reed Wherry
Holland Robertson Wiley
Ives Saltonstall Williams
Johnston, S. C. Schoeppel Young
Eem Smith, Maine
Knowland Smith, N. J.
NAYS—28

Aiken Johnson, Tex. Miller
Anderson Kefauver Murray
Chapman Kerr Neely
Chavez Kilgore O'Mahoney
Connally Langer Pepper
Doinnell Leahy Taylor
Graham Long Thomas, Utah
Green Lucas Withers
Hayden McFarland
Humphrey McMahon

NOT VOTING—19
Baldwin Jenner Morse
Bricker Johnson, Colo. Myers
Bridges Lodge Russell
Cain MeCarran Thye
Downey McCarthy Tobey
Ferguson Magnuson
Hunt Maybank

The VICE PRESIDENT, Two-thirds
of the Senate not having voted in favor
of the motion to suspend the rule, the
motion is rejected.

Mr. DOUGLAS (after having voted in
the negative). Mr. President, when the
senior Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
McCrLeELLAN] made his second motion
earlier this afternoon there was some
dizorder in the Chamber, and I thought
he was appealing from the second ruling
of the Chair, who had held that the pro-
posed McClellan amendment was legis-
lation. Since I believed the ruling of the
Chair correet from a parliamentary
standpoint, I voted against the McClel-
lan motion, thinking that I was voting to
uphold the ruling of the Chair, and that
I would later have a chance to vote for
the McClellan amendment directing the
President to make a reduction of 5 to 10
percent in appropriations. It was my in-
tent to vote for such a reduction, and for
a proper motion fo suspend the rules to
make such an amendment in order.
Shortly after that I found that the mo-
tion of the Senator from Arkansas ac-
tually was to suspend the rules, and that
by voting in the negative I had therefore
voted in effect against the amendment.
This was contrary to my intent. I then
thought there was no chance to change
my vote, but I have since been informed
by the Senate Parliamentarian that I can
do so by unanimous consent. I there-
fore ask unanimous consent to change
my vote from “nay” to “yea.”

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will read the rule.
Mr. LANGER. I object. This has

never been done since I have been a
Member of the Senate. I tried it once.
It is a violation of the rule, and I there-
fore object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will read the rule as provided in
rule XII, the third clause in paragraph 1,
on page 16 of the Senate Manual:

No Senator shall be permitted to vote after
the decision shall have been announced by
the Presiding Officer, but may for sufficient
reasons, with unanimous consent, change or
withdraw his vote.
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The Chair understands there is prece-
dent for permitting this to be done under
rule XII. Did the Chair hear objection?

Mr. LANGER. 1 objected, Mr. Pres-
ident.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair having heard objection to the re-
quest of the S=nator from Illinois, the
request will not be granted.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Will the Senator from
North Dakota withhold his objection?

Mr. LANGER. Yes; if the Senator de-
sires to make a further statement. I
shall be glad to have the Senator state
fully and completely that he was wrong,
and put in all his reasons for desiring to
change his vote, but I certainly object to
any Sznator changing his vote.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I voted under the be-
lief that I was voting against an appeal
from the ruling of the Chair.

Mr. WHERRY. I have no objection to
the request of the Senator from Illinois.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Illinois wish to speak
further?

Mr. DOUGLAS. No.

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from
North Dakota has objected.

Mr. LANGER. If the leader of my
party has no objection, I would not have
objection. I withdraw my objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
frcm Illinois? The Chair hears none,
and the permission requested is granted.

Mr. WHERRY. I thank the S@nator
from North Dakota for his willingness to
accede to the request. I did not mean
in any way to suggest anything that
would influence him to withdraw his ob-
jection. My feelinz was that if there was
an honest error on the part of the Sen-
ator from Illinois, and I thought there
was, I could not see any difference be-
tween changing the vote and having the
statement made in the REecorp. Of
course;"the vote shows on its face. For
T years, since I have been a Member of
the Senate, I have tried to comply with
unanimous-consent requests where they
were sincerely made, and of course I
thought the one made by the Senator
from Illinois was sincere. I hope the
Senator from North Dakota will not take
offense because I suggested I did not ob-
ject. The Senator from North Dakota
is one of my best friends, we sit side by
side in the Senate, and I hope he did not
in any way change his view because of
anything I said.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, 2 years
ago I made a similar request. At that
time the majority leader was Senafor
White, of Maine. The leader of our own
party objected at that time, and refused
to let me change my vote.

Mr. WHERRY. I remember that in-
cident very distinctly, and I certainly did
not agree with the majority leader then,
and I do not agree with him now. There
is a fellowship in the Senate, and when
unanimous-consent requests are made I
believe it is unusual indeed when they
are not granted. I want the ReEcorp to
show that I have enough faith and con-
fidence in all my colleagues so that when
they make reguests, such as that made
by the junior Senator from Illinois, the
request will ke complied with if possible.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
feels that inasmuch as the Wiley amend-
ment was the pending amendment when
the unanimous-consent agreement was
entered into, and was debated until the
time of the recess on Friday, automati-
cally we return now to the Wiley amend-
ment to the committee amendment to
be voted on without further debate. The
Secretary will state the amendment to
the amendment.

The amendment was, on page 15, line
12, under the heading “Subsistence of
the Army,” at the end of the paragraph to
change the semicolon to a colon and
add the following: “Provided jurther,
That none of the money appropriated in
this act shall be used for the purchase of
oleomargarine or butter substitutes for
other than cooking purposes, except to
supply an expressed preference therefor
or for use where climatic or other con-
ditions render the use of butter
impracticable,”

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp at this point in my remarks
a bulletin of the National Cooperative
Milk Producers’ Federation.

There being no objection, the bulletin
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

In connection with the Military Estab-
lishment appropriation bill now being de-
bated on the Senate floor, S8enator Wiley will
offer in his own behalf and that of other
Senators an amendment to restore the butter
proviso.

The proviso—which has been a part of this
legislation for the past 18 years—reads as
follows:

“Provided further, That none of the money
appropriated in this act shall be used for
the purchase of oleomargarine or butter sub-
stitutes for other than cooking purposes, ex-
cept to supply an expressed preference there-
for or for use where climatic or other con-
ditions render the use of butter impracti-
cable.”

Unless the provision is restored—

1. The Army and the Air Corps Would be
forced to eat oleo at thelr messes, much
against the wishes of personnel, while the
Navy and the Marine Corps will continue to
eat butter Iin accordance with the Navy
ration law.

2, This discrimination will damage mili-
tary morale and hurt recruiting. One of the
chief reasons the Senate voted the butter
proviso in the bill in 1831 was because when
the Quartermaster General bought oleo only
the enlisted men got It while officers con-
tinued to eat butter.

3. Costs to the Government would increase
tremendously. Millions of pounds of butter
are now being purchased by the Commodity
Credit Corporation under the price-support
program. If the Army cuts its butter pur-
chases Commodity Credit Corporation pur-
chases would have to be stepped up by that
amount. Oleo procurement would be in
addition to butter purchases. Commodity
Credit Corporation holds 54,000,000 pounds
of butter today.

4. Millions of pounds of oleo would be
served to soldiers and airmen while the Gov-
ernment would continue to hold millions
of pounds of butter which could be turned
over to the armed forces.

5. The farm economy would be injured at
a time when it is vital to preserve the agri-
cultural prosperity of the Nation.

Restoration of the butter proviso will
mean—

Freedom of choice for the men of the Army
and the Air Corps as to the spread they want.
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Under the terms of this proviso, whenever
the men ask for oleo In preference to butter,
they are to get it.

The 2,600,000 dairy farmers of the Natlon—
who with their familles and others depend-
ent on the cow total 10,000,000—will still
have the armed forces as a market for a
large volume of their butter.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment
offered by the Senator from Wisconsin,
on behalf of himself and other Senators,
to the committee amendment.

Mr, WILEY. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and
the legislative clerk called the roll

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sen-
ator from California [Mr, DowNEY] and
the Senator from Washington [Mr.
Macnuson] are absent on official busi-
ness.

The Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
Huntl is absent by leave of the Senate
on official business.

The Senator from Colorado [Mr.
JounsoN], the Senator from South Caro-
lina [Mr. Maysank]l, the Senator from
Nevada [Mr. McCarraN], and the Sena-
tor from Georgia [Mr. RUsseLL] are ab-
sent by leave of the Senate.

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Mvyers] is absent on public business.

The Senator from Colorado [Mr.
JouNson] is paired on this vote with the
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. MyErs].
If present and voting, the Senator from
Colorado would vote “yea,” and the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania would vote
|tnay‘u

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr,
Ma¥paNg] is paired on this vote with the
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. THYE].
If present and voting, the Senator from
South Carolina would vote “nay,” and
the Senator from Minnesota would vote
“yea.”

The Senator from Washington [Mr.
MacnusoN] is paired on this vote with
the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr, Mc-
CarTHY]. If present and voting, the Sen-
ator from Washington would vote “nay,”
and the Senator from Wisconsin would
vote “yea.”

The Senator from Georgia [Mr. Rus-
sELL] is paired on this vote with the Sen-
ator from Michigan [Mr. FErcuson]. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Georgia would vote “nay,” and the Sen-
ator from Michigan would vote ‘“‘yea.”

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
Lopcel, who is absent by leave of the
Senate, is paired with the Senator from
Oregon [Mr. MorsEl, who is absent on
official business.: If present and voting,
the Senator from Massachusetts would
vote “nay” and the Senator from Oregon
would vote “yea.”

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
Barpwin] is absent by leave of the Sen-
ate on official business.

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. BRICKER],
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
Bringes], and the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. JENNER] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Washington [Mr.
Cain] and the Senator from New Hamp-
shire [Mr. Topey] are absent by leave
of the Senate. If present and voting,
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the Senator from Washington [Mr.
Can] would vote “yea.”

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
TaYE], who is necessarily absent, is
paired with the Senator from South
Caroline [Mr. MaveaNg]. If present
and voting, the Senator from Minne-
sota would vote “yea” and the Senator
from South Carolina would vote “nay.”

The Senator from Michigan [Mr,
FErcUsON], who is absent by leave of
the Senate, is paired with the Senator
from Georgia [Mr. RussgrrL]l, If present
and voting, the Senator from Michigan
would vote “yea,” and the Senator from
Georgia would vote “nay.”

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
McCarTHY], who is detained on official
business, is paired with the Senator
from Washington [Mr. MacNuson]., If
present and voting, the Senator from
Wisconsin would vote “yea,” and the
E:%enator from Washington would vote
‘na?.”

The result was announced—yeas 31,
nays 45, as follows:

YEAS—31
Aiken Humphrey Taft
Butler Ives Taylor
Byrd Kem Thomas, Utah
Capehart Langer Vandenberg
Cordon Malone Watkins
Ecton Millikin Wherry
Flanders Mundt Wiley
Frear Murray Withers
Gillette Reed Young
Gurney Robertson
Hickenlooper ESchoeppel

NAYS—45
Anderson Hendrickson  McMahon
Brewster Hill Martin
Chapman Miller
Chaves Holland Neely
Connally Johnson, Tex, O'Conor
Donnell Johnston, 8. C. O'Mahoney
Douglas Eefauver Pepper
Dulles Kerr Saltonstall
Eastland Kligore Smith, Maine
Ellender Knowland Smith, N. J.
Fulbright Leahy Sparkman
George Long Stennis
Graham MecCiellan Thomas, Okla
Green McFarland Tydings
Hayden McEellar Williams

NOT VOTING—20

Baldwin Jenner Maybank
Bricker Johnson, Colo. Morse
Bridges Lodge Myers
Cain Lucas Russell
Downey McCarran Thye
Ferguson McCarthy Tobey
Hunt Magnuson

So the amendment offered by Mr.
Wirtey on behalf of himself and other
Senators to the committee amendment
was rejected.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which the
Wiley amendment has just been rejected.

Mr. HILL, Mr, President, I move to
lay the motion to reconsider on the table.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion to lay
on the table the motion to reconsider.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. That brings
us to the committee amendment to
which the amendment was offered, which
apparently is the only committee amend-
ment undisposed of.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will
the Chair have the amendment stated?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk
will state the amendment.
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The CHIEF CLERK. On page 14 line 16,
after the word “products”, it is proposed
to insert a semicolon and a proviso, as
follows:

Provided further, That no part of thls or
any other appropriation contained in this
act shall be available for the procurement
of any article of food or clothing not grown
or produced in the United States or its pos-
sessions, except to the extent that the Secre-
tary of the Army shall determine that a sat-
isfactory quality and sufficient quantity of
any articles of food or clothing grown or pro-
duced in the United States or its possessions
cannot be procured as and when needed at
United States market prices and without un-
duly increasing future United States market
prices and except procurements by vessels in
foreign waters and emergency procurements
or procurements of highly perishable focds by
establishments located outside the conti-
nental United States, except the Territories
of Hawail and Alaska, for the personnel at-
tached thereto: Provided further, That, not-
withstanding the provisions of the foregoing
proviso, the Secretary of the Army is au-
thorized to purchase from the Commodity
Credit Corporation any meat owned and
stored by such Corporation on the date of
enactment of this act which the Secretary
determines to be of a satisfactory quality
for the use of the Military Establishment,
or for civillan feeding in occupied areas.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
Jection, the committee amendment is
agreed to. The bill is open to further
amendment.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. Pres-
ident, there are two amendments pend-
ing, which I should like to call up in
order. The first one comes in on page
87. It is the amendment offered by the
junior Senator from Illinois [Mr. Doug-
1as]. It contains no monetary item, but
simply states a limitation. Speaking for
the committee, the commitiee has no
objection to accepting the amendment
and taking it to conference.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk
will state the amendment.

The Cuier CLERK. On page 87, line 25,
it is proposed to strike out the flgure
“$14,040” and insert “$14,040 on housing
units for generals; $12,040 on housing
units for majors, lieutenant colonels and
colonels, or equivalent; $11,040 on hous-
ing units for second lieutenants, lieuten-
ants, captains, and warrant officers, or
equivalent; or $10,040 on housing units
for enlisted personnel.”

On page 88, line 2, after the comma
strike out down to the period on line 4
and insert “the cost per unit shall not
exceed two times the cost of such units
in the continental United States: Pro-
vided, That the cost of the land and im-
provements for all such housing, both
within and outside the ~continental
United States, shall not exceed 15 percent
of the cost of the construction of such
housing units.”

The VICE PRESIDENT. Debate is
not now in order on any amendment.
Without objection, the amendment is
agreed to.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma, Mr.
President, the two Senators from Penn-
sylvania have offered an amendment
which I send to the desk and ask to
have stated.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk
will state the amendment.
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The LecistaTivE CLERK. On page 99,
after line 19, it is proposed to insert the
following new section:

Sec. 635. In order to clarify the original
intent of Congress, hereafter, section 2 and
that part of section 3 (a) preceding the
words “provided, however,” of title III of the
act of March 3, 1933, 47 Stat. 1520, shall be
regarded as requiring the purchase, for pub-
lic use within the United States, of articles,
materials, or supplies manufactured in the
United States in sufficient and reasonably
available commercial quantities and of a
satlsfactory quality, unless the head of the
department or independent establishment
concerned shall determine their purchase to
be inconsistent with the public interest or
their cost to be unreasonable.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent to
speak one sentence in explanation of
that amendment.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. The
amendment, if adopted, will give manu-
facturers of foreign matcrials the same
protection they have in using domestic
materials. )

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill is
open to further amendment. If there be
no further amendments, the question is
on the engrossment of the amendments
and the third reading of the bill.

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on the passage of the bill—

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I
move that House bill 4146 be recom-
mitted to the Committee on Appropria-
tions with instructions to reconsider the
amounts provided therein, for budgeted
and nonbudgeted items, and to report
the same back to the Senate with the
smaller sums of money in all appropria-
tions and contract authorizations, where-
ever there is a difference between the
amounts passed by the House of Repre-
séntatives and the amounts recom-
mended by the Senate Appropriations
Committee.

Mr. President, is a statement permis-
sible on this motion?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Debate is
not in order on the motion.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I ask for the yeas
and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I rise
to ask unanimous consent to be per-
mitted to make a statement explaining
the nature of the motion to recommit.

Mr, WHERRY. Mr. President, I ob-
ject.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Objection is
heard. The clerk will continue the call
of the roll.

Mr. EERR. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inguiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
will state it.
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Mr. KERR. I should like to have the
motion read again so that I can be sure
I understand it.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr, President, the
motion was placed on the desk on Friday
evening, and I assume it is in the posses-
sion of the clerk.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre-
tary will read the motion of the Senator
from Illinois.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. Mr. DougLas
moves that the bill be recommitted with
instructions to reconsider the amounts
provided therein, for budgeted and non-
budgeted items, and report the same
back to the Senate——

Mr, DOUGLAS. Mr, President, I think
the clerk is reading the wrong motion.

The VICE PRESIDENT. It is the only
one he has.

Mr. McKELLAR. MTr. President, I ask
for the regular order.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The regular
order is the calling of the roll. The
Chair is advised that there is a difference
between the motion just read and the
one made by the Senator from Illinois,
Without objection, the clerk will read the
motion so that Senators may know what
they are voting on.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. Mr. DoUGLAS
moves that House bill 4146 be recommit-
ted to the Committee on Appropriations
with instructions to reconsider the
amounts provided therein, for budgeted
and nonbudgeted items, and to report
the same back to the Senate with the
smaller sums of money in all appropria~
tions and contract authorizations, wher-
ever there is a difference between the
amounts passed by the House of Repre-
sentatives and the amounts recommend-
ed by the Senate Appropriations Com-
mittee,

Mr. WHERRY. Mr, President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
will state it.

Mr. WHERRY. Are we to vote on this
motion, or the one previously submitted?

The VICE PRESIDENT, The Senate
will vote on this motion.

Mr. WHERRY, Is it a substitute for
the other one?

The VICE PRESIDENT. No.
clerk read the wrong motion.

The clerk will continue calling the roll.

The legislative clerk resumed and
concluded the calling of the roll.

Mr. LUCAS. Iannounce thatthe Sen-
ator from New IMexico [Mr, CHavEZ], the
Senator from California [Mr. DowNEY],
and the Senator from Washington [Mr,
MacnUsoN] are absent on official busi-
ness.

The Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
Huntl is absent by leave of the Senate on
official business.

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. JouN-
son], the Senator from South Carolina
[Mr. MaYBANK], the Senator from Neva-
da [Mr. McCarran], and the Senator
from Georgia [Mr, RusseLL] are absent
by leave of the Senate.

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr,
MyERs] is absent on public business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Washington [Mr. Maenuson], the
Senator from South Carolina [Mr, May-
BANK], and the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. MyErs] would vote “~ "

The
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Mr. SALTONSTALL. Iannouncethat
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr, BaLp-
win] is absent by leave of the Senate on
official business.

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. BRICKER],
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
Bringes], the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
JENNER], and the Senator from Minne-
sota [Mr. TaYE] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Washington [Mr,
Cavl, the Senator from Michigan [Mr.
Fercuson], the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. Lopcel, and the Senator from
New Hampshire [Mr, Tosey] are absent
by leave of the Senate.

The Senator from Oregon [Mr, Morsg]
is absent on official business.

‘The Senator from Vermont [Mr,
A1gEeN], the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr,
McCarTrY], and the Senator from EKan-
sas [Mr. Reep] are detained on official
business.

The result was announced—yeas 25,
nays 49, as follows:

YEAS—256
Butler Hickenlooper Smith, N.J.
Byrd Ives t
Capehart Eem Vandenberg
Douglas Long ‘Watkins
Dulles McMahon Wherry
Ecton Msalone Wiley
Flanders Martin Willlams
Frear Militkin
Hendrickson  Schoeppel

NAYS—49
Anderson Holland Neely
Brewster Humphrey O'Conor
Chapman Johnson, Tex. O'Mahoney
Connally Johnston, 8. C. Pepper
Cordon Eefauver Robertson
Donnell Eerr Baltonstall
Eastland Kilgore Smith, Maine
Ellender Enowland Sparkman
Fulbright Langer Stennis
George Leahy Taylor
Gillette Lucas Thomas, Okla,
Graham McClellan Thomas, Utah
Green McFarland Tydings
Gurney McKellar Withers
Hayden Miller Young
Hill Mundt
Hoey Murray

NOT VOTING—22

Alken Hunt Morse
Baldwin Jenner Mpyers
Bricker Johnson, Colo. Reed
Bridges Russell
Cain MeCarran Thye
Chavez McCarthy Tobey
Downey Magnuson
Ferguson Maybank

So Mr. Doucras’ motion was rejected.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion mow is, Shall the bill pass?

The hill (H. R. 4146) was passed.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr.
President, I move that the Senate insist
upon its amendments, ask for a confer-
ence with the House thereon, and that
the Chair appoint the conferees on the
part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to, and the
Vice President appointed Mr. THOMAS
of Oklahoma, Mr. HAYDEN, Mr. RUSSELL,
Mr. O'MaHONEY, Mr. TypIngs, Mr. GUr-
NEY, Mr. BrIpGES, Mr., WHERRY, and Mr.
Corbon conferees on the part of the
Senate.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS

By unanimous consent, the following
routine business was transacted:

REPORT OF NATIONAL MORTGAGE

ASSOCIATION

The VICE PRESIDENT Ilald before
the Senate a letter from the Commis-
sioner, Federal Housing Administration,
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transmitting, pursuant to law, & report
of the Federal National Mortgage Asso-
ciation, for the period January 1
through June 30, 1949, which, with the
accompanying report, was referred to
the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency.

REFORT OF A COMMITTEE

The following report of a committee
was submitted:

By Mr. DOWNEY, from the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs:

H.R.5764. A bill to authorize the grant-
ing to the city of Los Angeles, Calif., of
rights-of-way on, over, under, through, and
across certain public lands; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 866).

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. KEFAUVER:

8.2504. A bill to provide a larger Federal
contribution for old-age assistance; to the
Committee on Finance.

By Mr. LANGER:

B8.2505. A bill for the relief of Abdul

Earim; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. GURNEY:

8.2506. A bill for the relief of Libuse Cha-
lupnik Pavlish; to the Committee on the
Judiciary,

By Mr. KNOWLAND:

8.2507. A bill to authorize the United
States Maritime Commission to grant to the
East Bay Municipal Utility District, an
agency of the State of California, an ease-
ment for the construction and operation of
an interceptor sewer pipe line in an under
certain Government-owned lands comprising
a part of the Maritime Alameda Shipyard,
Alameda, Calif.; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. BUTLER:

S.2508. A bill to provide for obtaining cer-
tain data relating to Indians in connection
with the taking of the seventeenth decennial
census; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civll Service.

MINIMUM-WAGE STANDARD—
AMENDMENTS

Mr. TAFT submitted an amendment,
and Mr. GILLETTE and Mr. ELLENDER
each submitted amendments intended to
be proposed by them, respectively, to the
bill (8. 653) to provide for the amend-
ment of the Fair Labor Standards Act
of 1938, and for other purposes, which
were ordered to lie on the table and to be
printed.

NATIONAL FARM POLICY—ADDRESS BY
SENATOR ANDEREON

[Mr. ANDERSON asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the Recorp an address
entitled “National Farm Poliey,"” delivered
by him at the twenty-first annual session of
the American Institute of Cooperation, Uni-
versity of Wisconsin, Madison, Wis., August
28, 1949, which appears in the Appendix.]

POLISH-AMERICAN CONGRESS OF EAST-
ERN MASSACHUSETTS AND AMERICANS
FOR POLAND RELIEF—ADDERESS BY
SENATOR SALTONSTALL

[Mr. SALTONSTALL asked and obtained
leave to have printed in the REcorp an ad-
dress delivered by him on August 28, 1949, to
the Polish-American Congress of Eastern
Massachusetts and Americans for Poland
Relief, which appears in the Appendix.]

GENERAL DAWES AT 84—ARTICLE BY
BASCOM N. TIMMONS

[Mr. LUCAS asked and obtained leave to
have priated in the Recorp an article en-
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titled “General Dawes at 84," written by Bas-
com N. Timmons, and published in the New
Orleans States, which appears in the Ap-
pendix.]

BRITISH JETS REPORTED BRIDGING 10-
YEAR LAG IN RESEARCH BY SOVIET—
ARTICLE FROM THE WASHINGTON STAR

[Mr. BREWSTER asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the REcorp an article en-
titled “British Jets Reported Bridging 10-
Year Lag in Research by Soviet,” from the
Washington Evening Star of August 26, 1949,
which appears in the Appendix.]

RECKLESS LENDING THE GREATEST
THREAT TO UNITED STATES—ARTICLE
BY LOUIS BROMFIELD

|Mr. EEM asked and obtained leave to have
printed in the Recorp an article entitled
“Reckless Lending the Greatest Threat to
Unitec States” written by Louis Bromfield,
and published in the Kansas City Star of
fugust 16, 1049, which appears in the Ap-
pendix.]

NEW CONCEPT OF STOCEHOLDERS—LET-
TER FROM WILMA S085

{Mrs. SMITH of Maine asked and obtained
leave to have printed in the Recoro a letter
from Wilma Soss dated August 16, 1249, on
the subject New Concept of Stockholders,
which appears in the Appendix.|

AN ATLANTIC UNION?—EDITORIAL FROM
THE PITTSBURGH POST-GAZETTE

[Mr, EEFAUVER asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the REecorp an editorlal
entitled “An Atlantic Union?” from the Pitts-
burgh Post-Gasette of July 29, 1949, which
appears in the Appendix.|

HOT DAYS ON THE POTOMAC—EDITORIAL
FROM THE NEW YORK TIMES

[Mr. EEFAUVER asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the Recomp an editorial
entitled “Hot Days on the Potomac,” from
the New York Times of July 31, 1949, which
appears in the Appendix.|

THE ONLY WAY TO REARM EUROPE—
ARTICLE BY ALEXANDER P. pe SEVER-
BEY

Mr, KNOWLATTD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in the
body of the Recorp, as a part of my re-
marks, an article enfitled “The Only Way
To Rearm Europe,” by Maj. Alexander P.
de Seversky, which appeared in the
American Mercury for March 1949,

There being no objection, the article
was ordered tc be orinted in the Recorp,
as follows:

THE ONLY WAY To REarM EURcPE
(By Maj. Alexander P. de Seversky)

(With this article Major de Seversky re-
turns to his old battleground, and begins an-
other fight for the most intelligent and effec-
tive use of air power in global warfare. Sure-
1y no one is more competent to make such
an analysis. He alone, Tor a long time against
the most vehement protests and objections
of men high in the Army and Navy, saw the
importance of the plane as an offensive, stra-
tegical, and tactical weapon. Before the war
was over virtually every one of his ideas had
been adopted by our armed forces, and the
very men who had denounced him hed only
the highest praise for him. In awarding him
the Medal of Merit, President Truman again
referred to his “courageous labors in arous-
ing our democratic public opinion in support
of modern and adequate air force.” The
American Mercury was very proud in discov-
ering Major de Seversky and in being the first
magazine to open its pages to his articles,
which eventually became the truly historic
book, Victory Through Air Power. Now, at
a time when our country is again in crisis
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and when the matter of defense is inexorably
tied in with our foreign policy, the Mercury
considers it a privilege to open its pages to
him again. What he now has to say is per-
haps even more important than what he said
in the momentous years 1939-45. It merits
the attention of every American solicitous
for the welfare of his country.—The Editors.)
1

In the interests of world peace and its own
security, America should help restore the
military potential of western Europe. On
this long-term objective there seem to me
no reaconable grounds for disagreement.

The hope of an economically healthy and
morally self-reliant Europe is precluded as
long as the nations beyond the iron curtain
live under the continuous menace of Soviet
conquest. Peace will remain tentative at
best until a military balance of power is es-
tablished on that Continent and its demo-
cratic nations cease to be military wards of
the United States. The ultimate creation of
such a balance is possible. Given economic
rehabilitation and social stability, western
Europe could muster the resources for self-
defense.

But nothing is gained by ignoring the fact
that Scviet Russia, today and in the next few
years, holds physical dominance over Europe.
If the Red Army, spearheaded by its teem-
ing taciical aviation, were set rolling west-
ward, there is no force in existence to stop
its progress to the Atlantic. Talk of con-
talning the Soviet colossus on the Elbe or
the Rhine, even if the proposed 45 divisions
were available, is unrealistic. Stalin cannot
be blccked where Hitler crashed through.

Nor could an American decision to rearm
Europe possibly alter this melancholy fact,
no matter how lavishly it might be backed
by our Treasury. The time element cannot
be canceled out. The process would be
slow—5 to 10 years on the most optimistic
reckoning. In this interval the Sovlets would
retain their dominance over that land mass,
checked only by effective power outside the
Continent.

The creation of a force in Europe capable
of meeting a Red land offensive would re-
quire not only the training and equipment
of several hundred divisions, the construc-
tion of a great supporting tactical air ar-
mada, but the restoration of the industrial
strength on which an effective military ma-
chine must rest. It would require—and this
may frove to be the slowest part of the job—
the moral reconditioning of the European
people for combat and resistance.

While this gigantic task is under way, what
would the masters of the Eremlin be doing?
Those who discuss the revival of west Euro-
pean military vitality shy away from the dis-
tressing question. Their calculations assume
that Soviet Russia will watch passively while
a balance of military power is being built.
The assumption seems to me fatuous.

We must face up to the truth that Moscow
has, and will continue to have, the physical
capacity to interrupt and to smash west
European rearmesment at any stage hefore
its completicn. Whether under the spur of
aggressive ambitions or compulsive fears, the
U. 8. 8. R. is likely to strike before the rearm-
ament proegram jells. The temptation to do o
wiil incresee as mountains of equipment,
new air bases, revived industries are piled up
in western Europe, providing ever more en-
ticing booty for a conqueror.

The legical moment of attack, indeed, can
be estimated. It would be the stage at which
preparations will be large enough to be worth
capturing but not yet strong enough or suf-
ficlently integrated to offer decisive resist-
ance.

We are seeing the lengths to which the
Kremlin and its fifth columns go in their
determination to stymie the Marshall plan.
Obviously military recovery, constituting an
even more direct challenge to the Soviet
position, will ecall forth correspondingly
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sharper interference. Bhould they delay at-
tack beyond a certain point, the moral re-
habilitation of western Europe, its greater
economic and political stability, will become
more formidable obstacles to the Soviet of-
fensive. The healthier the democratic seg-
ment becomes, the harder Soviet Russia will
find it to digest its conquest after taking
military possession. Intervention long be-
fore western Europe becomes a self-sustain-
ing entity—unless it is prevented by a coun-
terforce elsewhere—must therefore be ac-
cepted as a near-certainty.

This does not mean that an early start in
the military revival is not desirable or feas-
ible. It does mean that the effort would be
futile unless it were insured by adequate
American strength—and strength of the
right kind.

n

It is generally assumed that the Kremlin
has been restrained thus far (political con-
siderations aside) by fear of touching off a
war to the finish with the United States of
America. Probably Soviet Russia is not yet
fully prepared for such a showdown. How-
ever that may be, certainly the only factor
that can be counted upon to restrain Mos-
cow In the future is the prospect of deadly
American retaliation. Atom-bearing Amer-
ican air power Is the sword of Damocles
hanging over its head. Any policy which
hampers the forging of that sword or tends
to blunt its striking edges would be disas-
trous.

The indispensable condition for west Euro-
pean rearmament is the existence of a force
capable of shielding the undertaking,

It must be a force that acts as a deterrent
upon Russia. Under present-day conditions,
huge armies and navies can hardly deter a
nation whose great might is on the surface.
Only American strategic air power “in hbe-
Ing,” 1. e., in existence and ready to go into
immediate action, offers the assurance that
the hoped for rebirth of European capacity
for self-defense will not be nipped in the
bud. It is the sole force that may discour-
af: a would-be aggressor from attacking or,
in the worst case, compel him to loosen his
grip on the Continent.

But this retaliatory force must not be
based on Europe and its environs, where it
would serve as an additional invitation to
Sovlet attack and, more important, would
have to share the fate of Europe if the Red
ofiensive were successful.

Strategic air power, whether it delivers
atom bombs or any other kind of destruc-
tion, is no stronger than its bases. Once
those bases are eliminated, the aviation be-
comes inoperative. If obliged, by reason of
inadequate range, to strike from western
Europe, this alr power will be as vulnerable
to attack and neutralization as any other
military objective on that land mass. It will
be subject to defeat by land power through
the seizure or demolition of its bases.

The only bace near Europe that will be
tenable is the British Isles, not merely be-
cause they are separated from the Continent
by water but because they have the indus-
trial capacity and manpower to generate alr
power equal in quality and quantity to that
of an enemy. This base will be a powerful
ally of our air strength, certainly in the
initial contest for air supremacy.

Any other base near Europe, within the
orbit of Russla’s striking air force, cannot be
defended. In order to survive, such bases
must be endowed with aerial defenses capable
of thwarting attack by the total aerial po-
tential of the enemy. They would have to
possess, that is to say, defensive air power
on the scale and with the same self-sustain-
ing abllity as the British Isles or the United
States, which, of course, is economically im-
possible. What is true of such fixed overseas
bases is true a hundredfold of the floating
bases called aircraft carriers; their defensive
capacity obviously must be infinitely smaller
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than what can be deployed on land; besides,
they can be sunk with one blow.

Let me at this point make clear the dis-
tinction between strategic and tactical avia-
tion. They are animals of entirely different
species. The telltale difference is not in size,
though the strategic aircraft are normally
larger, but in the functions for which they
are designed and equipped.

Tactical aircraft are designed to operate
with and support surface forces, helping
them to achieve their objectives. They are
auxiliary to the surface strength—Iin effect,
artillery of much longer range to clear a
path for surface advances and to cooperate
in winning surface batties.

Strategic air force, by contrast, is designed
primarily for destruction of the industrial
complex of the enemy nation and the rest
of his means of waging war. Its role is to
strangulate the opposing military effort in
the enemy homeland; if successful, it makes
surface conflict unnecessary and impossible.

It is thus apparent that big strategic
bombers are not a proper weapon against
‘armies supported by tactical aviation. Used
for that purpose, they are simply reduced
to tactical airplanes and, since they are not
built or geared for such operations, are un-
economical and inefficient to boot. Great
armies, well eguipped and backed by vast
reserves of matériel, cannot be defeated by
strategic aviation through direct assault.
Strategic air action has to be directed against
the source and center of enemy war-making
power—but that will not affect the armies in
the field until they exhaust their reserve
weapons and supplies. In Europe, this in-
terval would be more than sufiicient to allow
the Red Army to occupy the whole Continent,

The fact that the strategic alrcraft carry
atomic de: truction does not change the pic-
ture, for the atomic bomb also is not a proper
weapon against advancing ground troops.
After inspecting Hiroshima and Nagasaki and
later witnessing the atom tests at Bikini,
I was convinced that the tactical use of
atomic bombs against soldlers and tanks is
a highly unprofitable undertaking. This view
was later corroborated by General McAuliffe,
the hero of the bulge, who was deputy com-
mander of the joint task force at Bikini.
“The atomic bomb is a strategic rather than
a tactical weapon,” he declared. The Bikini
experience, he pointed out, showed that sol-
diers in dugouts or tanks could weather the
blast, head, and radiation of nearby atomic
explosions and go on fighting.

I am fully aware that these conclusions
run counter to popular misconceptions on
atomic bombing effects. The fact is that in
the aerial explosions over Bikini, Hiroshima,
and Nagasaki, there was no residual or “la-
tent” radioactivity to speak of. The rescue
workers and Red Cross were able to enter
the bombed areas immediately and work
without hazard to themselves. The radio-
active danger existed only at the moment of
explosion, which is an infinitesimal fraction
of a second, and affected only those who
were directly exposed to the rays. Even
Japanese who happened to be in primitive
earth dugouts near the center of explosion
were not touched by radiation. That is why
soldiers properiy dug in will survive to fight
again, as General McAuliffe rightly said.

The confusion on this score has been
caused by the results of underwater explo-
gsion of the atomic bomb at Bikini. That
bomb was artificlally plantsd under water
and detonated by remote control, as a kind
of laboratory experiment. Millions of tons
of water were mixed with radicactive fission-
able material. This polsoned water drenched
the ships, leaving radioactive deposits in all
the crevices of the structures, from which
they could not be completely removed with-
out dismantling the ships. Hence they had
to be destrcyed. This condition does not
prevail in aerial attacks on land forces. The
tactical use of the atomic weapon against
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armies is therefore highly impractical at
present, particularly considering the prodi-
glous national effort that goes into thelr
manufacture.

In short, strategic aviation based on Eu-
rope, being unable to stop surface attack by
superior land forces, could be rapidly elimi-
nated. To fulfill role as a deterrent, as a
means of decisive retaliation, it must be im-
mune to Soviet attack. To make it part of
the very area it is expected to protect,
through dependence on European bases, is to
court disaster.

An important principle of warfare at the
present stage of technological development
needs to be understood:

(1) A preponderant land force in being,
with its supporting tactical aviation, cannot
be prevented from taking possession of its
own continent, except by superior land force
already on the same continent. (2) Pre-
ponderant strategic air power located on one
continent can neutralize and liquidate the
land force of another continent through de-
struction of its means of waging war, com-
munications, transportation, food, and water
supply.

In other words, preponderant land force
can be stopped only by opposing land power
of the necessary magnitude and vitality orig-
inated on the same continent. If that is not
available, it can be challenged only by long-
range strategic alr power operating from
another continent—from bases that are not
menaced by hostile land forces and are
sghielded, moreover, by the entire defensive
might of that continent,

The reinforcement of defending armies
from overseas on a decisive scale is today out
of the gquestion. Encouraged by the success
of the European invasion in the last war,
some people stake their hopes on another and
larger invasion; some such illusion underlies
the demand for universal military training in
our country. They forget that conditions
have changed fundamentally.

In the last war, aircraft were still of lim-
ited range—not for technical reasons but
because all the belligerents were blind to the
need to exploit range to its full limit. Our
factories were unmolested. Great expanses
of ocean were open to us. We could amass
large armies Iin England without serious
interference, Despite this, the Invasion re-
quired years of intensive preparation and
could not begin until the enemy's land
strength had been sapped and his air
strength virtually destroyed.

Today American factories would be under
aerial bombardment, as would polnts of em-
barkation and disembarkation. No water
area would be safe from enemy attack. Under
these new conditions naval transport is too
vulnerable to deliver millions of men and
their equipment on the endangered conti-
nent in time to prevent its seizure. Air
transport cannot as yet attain the 1ift to de-
liver and supply, let us say, 100 or 150 di-
visions across an ocean. The Berlin airlift,
for all its dramatic achievement, should not
engender illusions on this score; far-reach-
ing technological advances—such as the re-
placement of present methods of propulsion
by atomic energy—must be made before the
transport of manpower on such a huge scale
becomes feasible.

It is thus clear that to deter Soviet Russia
from overrunning all of Europe in a crisis—
or to liberate the continent if it is taken over
by the Red Army—we have only the afore-
mentioned sword of Damocles. Without it, a
military revival of western Europe will never
be permitted by the great land power which
is now potentially master of the continent.

Invinecible strategic air power operating
in part from the British Isles and in the main
from the American continent must there-
fore have number-one priority in planning
the economic revival and military defense of
Europe. It is the pre-condition for the re-
armament of the democratic portion of that
land mass.
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When west European statesmen grasp this
central fact, they will see the fallacy of
American military ald at the expense of
long-range air power. They will no longer
feel that the United States is "abandoning”
Europe if it chooses to channel its resources
into the air, rather than into a utopian at-
tempt from the outset to match Russia’s 300
divislons with west European divisions, On
the contrary, any let-down in our strategic
air program would amount to an abandon-
ment of Europe to its fate.

To store perishable goods, the first and
minimal need is a stout roof. Rearmament
of western Europe, until it 1s brought to
the point where it balances the huge Soviet
surface might, will remain exceedingly per-
ishable goods. The protective roof can be
provided only by American air power inde-
pendent of European bases and geared for
instant attack on Russian industries and
communications.

Under the guarantee of such a roof, demo-
cratic Europe can begin to reorganize its
military potential. The fighting manpower
will be drawn from its own large population,
while we provide the equipment and indus-
trial tools. As its industries are revived,
there will be less call for the American con-
tribution, until ultimately western Europe
stands on its own feet.

I

Though restoration of western European
military strength, with the French Army as
its core, 1s a primary goal, it must remain
subsidiary at this stage, both in the matter
of investment and priority. The right-of-
way must be given to long-range strategic
air power.

There are some, especlally among the more
rhetorical European leaders, who visualize a
grand coalitlon of all the countries west of
the iron curtain to match the Soviet poten-
tial division for division. Most of these di-
visions are to be provided by Europe, though
equipped largely by America; the rest will be
trained on our side of the ocean and, when
war starts, conveyed to Europe by an im-
mense Navy sailing under its own umbrella
of alr power.

Not even opulent America is rich enough
in men and materials to translate such a
grandiose conception into reality—and at the
same time develop the strategic air power
which alone could restrain Russia from
rudely interrupting the whole effort. First
things must be put first In the plans for
world security.

American manpower and resources, when
measured against those of the Soviet Union
and the Eurasian continent it dominates, are
extremely limited. We cannot afford to build
anything and everything that is proposed
without courting bankruptey and dispersing
our strength into the bargain.

The present official plans call for building
simultaneously the largest possible land, sea,
and alr forces. Obsessed by the “team" con-
cept—the combined Army-Navy-Air Force
operations developed during World War II—
we are splitting our potential three ways.
The military budget for the fiscal year 1950
earmarked equal amounts, about $4,600,-
000,000 for each of the three services, on the
arbitrary and unrealistlc assumption that
they will play equal roles in any coming war.

A recent press summary of the view of our
high command stated that “the United States
can develop overwhelming superiority in the
air and at sea, but it will find it hard to com-
pete” with Russia’s land power. Since Russia
is a self-contained continent which does not
depend on overseas supplies, the reference to
our overwhelming superiority on the sea is
frrelevant. Why then assign a third of our
wealth to a force which Russla can and will
ignore? Why assign another third to the
land force, which we admit in advance will
be defeated? Loglc demands that we invest
our national effort preponderantly in the one
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force, air power, where our overwhelming
superiority can assure victory.

Sooner or later this logic will be recog-
nizged. The team of the last war was a make-
shift designed to carry short-range aviation
step by step, atoll by atoll, within striking
distance of the industrial heart of Japan
proper. Now, with transoceanic aviation
range a reality the makeshift is no longer
needed. Air power has become the predomi-
nant strategic force, our first line of security,
with the surface services reduced to auxiliary
functions.

An enlightened public opinion must lead
to a reappralsal and reassignment of roles,
and our resources must be invested in the
decisive force of modern war making. Bil-
lions being squandered on outlived surface
forces will then be saved. Having reduced
our effort on land and sea, we shall be en-
abled to undertake the important job of re-
storing military vigor in western Europe
without an intolerable strain upon our econ-
omy and upon our free way of life. L

Meanwhile, however, we are launched on
an incredibly profilgate strategy, almost sui-
cidal in its waste of our substance on super=-
fluous weapons. It is draining American
national resources and committing American
productive capacity at an alarming rate. To
add to it the burden of massive European
rearmament could only spread our limited
strength still more thinly, with consequent
weakening of the whole complex and without
assuring clear-cut superiority in the most
decisive sphere, which is today the air ocean.
In theory we would be attempting to revital-
ize European self-defense; in actuality we
would be making that very thing impossible,

Unfortunately, the great debate over fun-
damental strategic issues among our military
men is being kept in large part a family
secret. The American people, who in the
final analysis must make the decision, are
being kept Ignorant by officlaldom. When
they know all the facts, as in the end they
must, they will determine whether our coun-
try will be a land, air, or sea power. We
cannot be all three without condemning our-
selves to defeat.

Military leaders, psychologically and men-
tally committed to their respective strategies,
in the nature of the case will never come to
a free unanimous decision. To leave it all
to one man, the Defense Secretary, as is now
being proposed, is undemocratic and dan-
gerous; the military defeat of totalitarian
nations holds a clear warning in this con-
nection.

When the American people decide that
long-range air power operating from their
own mainland—now technologically realistic
and feasible—is their sole strategic reliance,
they will effect real economy in our national
defense. They will then have a margin of
wealth and manpower to spare for a genuine
military revival in western Europe. At the
same time that strategy will guarantee to the
democratic nations of that Continent the
necessary time for rearming without Soviet
interference,

The rearmament effort, in addition, will
tend to divide the Soviet air potential,
Knowing that a surface counterforce is be-
ing developed, Moscow will have to maintain
its own surface strength at peak. It will
therefore have to commit a large portion of
its resources to the immense tactical aviation
that goes with modern land power. The
amount Russia will have available for the
lang-range air contest and home defenses
will thus be reduced, with a relative enhance-
ment of American strategic air might,

In its preparatory years, Nazi Germany
built a Siegfried Line. From subsequent Ger-
man strategy it is now apparent that the
Nazis did not put much faith in surface ob-
structions. Why then did they build it?
The answer, I believe is that they were eager
to stimulate French faith in the Maginot
Line. Every franc siphoned off into the use-
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less types of defenses raised Germany's rela-
tive weight. BSteps for west European re-
armament will serve similarly to siphon off an
ever larger part of the Soviet industrial and
raw-material potential into surface force,
with a consequent advantage to American
strategic air power.

But the problem of restoring European de-
fensive vitality cannot be considered in a
vacuum. It is inexorably bound up with the
whole global equation and must be put in its
proper relative place in the picture. A table
of priorities in this crucial period of prepared-
ness for peace—and for victory if war is forced
upon us—would be roughly as follows:

First, long-range American strategic air
force, and the reinforcement of the British
Isles as our most important and tenable ad-
vance base.

Second, rearmament of western Europe,
and the industrial recovery of that area to
make possible the ultimate generation of in-
dependent military strength. .

Both these purposes must be pushed si-
multaneously, of course. But in the assign-
ment of appropriations and allocation of re-
sources priority must be reserved to the first
of them. To do otherwise would be tanta-
mount to killing the goose that lays the gold-
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en eggs of American deterrent and retaliative
power.

Within the framework of this realistic pat-
tern, a beginning should be made immediately
in the restoration of European military
might. It will be a shot in the arm for the
morale and self-respect of the nations in-
volved., It will provide at least the minimum
strength for policing purposes, to hold down
fifth-column activities and to defeat them if
they take violent forms. It will initiate the
long-term program for an ultimate balance
of military power on the European continent.

It has become a trulsm in our epoch that
foreign policy is only as effective as the mili-
tary power by which it is buttressed. Once
we adopt a simple and logical military strate-
gy, one that is within our means, our foreign
policy will also be simplified. We shall be
able to pursue our goal of world peace with
self-assurance and without being misunder-
stood either by friends or potential enemies.

NATIONAL AND PER CAPITA DEBTS OF

THE COUNTRIES OF EUROPE AND THE
UNITED STATES FOR 1939

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr, President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the body of the Recorp a tabulation
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which has been compiled by the Library
of Congress, which shows the debts of
the various North Atlantic Pact coun-
tries and the iron curtain nations, giving
the dates of the debts, the money de-
nomination, the United States equiva-
lent, the debts in local currencies and
the debts in United States dollars, the
populations in the year of the debts, the
current per capita debt, and the 1939 per
capita debt.

The VICE PRESIDENT, Is there ob-
Jjection?

There being no objection, the matters
were ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

ERP COUNTRIES, WITH THE EXCEPTION OF THE
UNITED STATES, TOTAL DEBTS AND POPULATION

Total debts in United States dollars,
$162,975,055,758.

Total population, 219,832,000,

ATLANTIC PACT NATIONS WITH THE EXCEPTION OF
THE UNITED STATES

Total debts in United States dollars,
$157,562,289,150.

Total population, 184,229,000,

Comparative list of the national and per capi*a debts of the ERP countries and the rest of Europe and the United States of America

for 1939 and the latest available dates

Money de- |United States| Debt inlocal | Debt in Unitea | Fopulationin | o, o0 nor | 1930 per
Country Date nomination | equivalent currency States dollars sa;?gtygﬂt;nas capita debt capitaTeht
ERE; ordo Oct. 30,1948 | Schillin 10 11, 714, 700, 000 1, 714, 700 6, 755, 000 $2
ustria . 30, 8 e emen A , 714, 700, ' X 53, 841
1ggi 1 July 31,1947 | Frane_. - 022820 276, 760, 000, 000 6, 318, 364, 067 8§, 421,000 750, 310 ﬁg
Luxemburg 1 Jan, 1,187 02275 4, 276, 000, 000 97, 270, 246 289, 000 336, 575 81
D k! Mar, 31,1948 . 20864 1, 484,000, 309, 621, 760 4,190, 000 73.895 64
France ! Jan. 1,1948 L008407 | 2,499,073,000,000 | 20, 989, 706, 711 41, 500, 000 505, 776 283
Greeee. June 30, 1948 000199 , 000, 000, 000 199, 000, 600 7, 780, 000 25, 678 87
land Jan. 1,1 . 1536 170, 000, 000 26, 113, 671 134, 000 194, 878 73
Ireland Mar. 31, 1448 L.03 42, 521, 000 1,359, 2, 997, 000 57.177 99
BRAlY ¥ Coeie il e S L e ] e D 1047 00444 1.309,17'1, 000, 000 5,812, 719, 241 45, 373, 000 120, 064 176
LTI R o U ey ol S el S r: [ e 37760 3, 686, 000, 000 5, 167, 833, 600 9, 629, 000 536, 697 259
OB L I | TN TTIORR: . 20160 117, 261, 181 , 239, B4 3, 181, 000 387. 689 122
Bweden Jan, 1,1949 |._._. . 27823 000, 000 3, 226, 611, 540 6, 883, 000 823 100
Turke; i prpaess b iR, | L 1048 & . 3540 1, 450, 591, 634 516, 645, 438 18, 500, 000 26, 497 2
Unltec{ Kingdom e o et Apr. 30,1949 | Pound._...... 4.03 25, 184, 000, 000 | 101, 501, 520, 000 50, 300, 000 2,019.712 €67
Bizone of Germany. e s i M R e —--- = g
;\ﬁ'nch gone of Germiny..._
United States of Ameriea 1,722 22220 July " 1,1040 | 252,202, 246,813 |22~ 10T 148,002,000 |~ 1,604,351 351
Mar. 23, 1949 15, 600, 000, 000 15, 600, 000, 000 12, 900, 000 1, 200. 384
Mar. 31, 1046 112, 235, 683, 310 380, 682, 203 6, 993, 000 55,794 70
June 30, 1946 85, 427, 700, 000 1,703, 428, 340 12, 016, 000 131, 885 111
Finland Janm. 1, 1046 85, 508, 000, 000 628, 725, 620 3, B35, 000 163, 944 o9
Hungary... Sept. 30, 1943 6, 500, 000, 000 540, 575, 9,440, 000 58,217 36
Poland Jan. 1,1047 35, 827, 000, 000 3, 612, 479, 100 23, 781, 000 147, 701 20
Portngal b e e e " s 10, 339, 000, 000 415, 900, (00 8,312, 000 50. 036 83
Rumania. Mar. 31, 1947 45, 226, 220, 184 205, 508, 634 16, 530, 000 17.882 39
Spain____ Jan, 11,1947 40, 319, 026, 338 4, 305, B4, 820 27, 503, 000 159. 830 03
Switzerland ___do 8, 702,702,000 | 2,016, 416, 050 4, 547, 000 443, 460 338
U.8 8. R {Sept‘ 1,1939 35, 419, 000, 000 7, (48, 381, 000 170, 467, 000 Ao A T
o Jan. 1,1047 404, 466, 336, 000 | 26, 208, 000, 000 193, 000, 000 T
Yugoslavia July 11,1948 28, 120, 000, 000 647, 884, 800 15, 700, 000 41, 267 82
! Atlantic Pact country.
NOTES h) Ireland: Statesman's Yearbonk 1848, p. 93,
i) Italy: Europa, May 1948, p.
. Population lgums are from the United Nations, Monthly Bulletin of Statisties, ) Netherlands: W hitaker’s J\lnmnac, 1949, p. 955,
vol 111, No. 7 (July 1949) pp. 10—1.3 (k) Norway: Ibid.

2, Conversion rntm
En) Federal ReserveBujletin “vol, 35, No. 6 (June 1949), p
b) lmted Nations: Monr.hiy Bulletin of Statistics, \ol III No. 7 (July 1940),

{e) I.memntional Monelary Fund, International Financial Statistics, vol. II, No. 8
(Junn lmn::-ai)%

Fedel eser\e Board, Banking and Monetary Slatistus, 1043, p, 662,

3 !939 per capita debt burden totals are taken from: U. S. Government, Senate
%ﬂ?igrf?ltteo]%? Finance, Foreign Assets and Lmbilil:.es of the United States, December
1 » P

4. Sources for national debts of ERP countries:

(a] Austria: Economic Cooperation Administration; Country study. Austria,
Februar 1949.%

n‘(b) B {z N Economic and Social Council; Belgium, Public Finance Data,
193748, 1948,
(e) M1cmbmg W hitaker's Almanae, 1940, London 1849, p. 948,
d) Denmark: Ibid, p. 913,
¢} France: Eoropa, London, Europa Publications, Ltd,, Iune 1943, Do
) Greece: ECA Country Study. Greece, February 1940, p. 2
) Ieeland: ECA Country Study. Ilcelsnd, February 1949, p. 14.

EI] Sweden: ECA

(p) Unlted States: U. 8,

(9)

Cl:mnl.ry Study. Sweden, February 1049, p. 23.
(m}) "}'uﬁkl&i’ l\Ej.‘C:h Cuu?rtgrst;l{dya] T}I.l[rkey'- Fcb;_uar&r lDil:p 17, ;
. nite: ngdom: ation: onet: el inan
-tatistics, vol. II, léo 5 (May 1840), p. i B 7 enatinnl - ¥ -
(0) French zone, Bizone of Germnny. a.nrl Trieste left out since their statistics do not
telate themselves to the rest.

Treasury, Daily Treasury Statement, Jul 1, 194
Canada: Montreal Daily Star, Montreal, Matoh 23, 1040 Do xR

5. Sources for national debts of “iron curtain’’ countries and rest oI Eu.rope

l‘a}
t‘) Czechoslov:

Albania: No external debt.
Bulgaria: ﬁtatesmsn s Yenrbook 1048, p. 755,

: Ibid., p. 818,

d) Finland: Eumpa, Finland, May 1M8, p. 5.
¢) Hungary: Statesman's Yea.rbonk, 1948, p. 1008,

f) Poland: Eumpn, Poland,

May 1048, p, 4.

) Rumania: Whitaker’s Almanac, 1949, p. 074,
(k) Spain: Statesman’s Yearbook, 1948, p. 1237.

(i) Switzerland: Whitaker's Almanae, 194!]
(i) U. 8. 8. R.: Moody's Governments and

(k) Yugoslovia: Whitaker’s Almanae, 1947, p. 1602

R‘[unicipala. 1948, p. 1905.
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IRREGULARITIES IN THE ADMINISTRA-
TION OF WAR FOOD ORDER 119 BY THE
WAR FOOD ADMINISTRATION IN DEL-
AWARE—STATEMENT BY SENATOR
WILLIAMS

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have inserted in
the body of the RECORD a statement by
me as to irregularities in the administra-
tion of war food order 119 by the War
Food Administration in Delaware. I was
unable to get time to make the statement
today under the conditions existing.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

IRREGULARITIES IN THE ADMINISTRATION OF
WFO 119 BY THE WAR FOOD ADMINISTRATION
1IN DELAWARE—STATEMENT BY SENATOR
WILLIAMS
Mr. President, I take the opportunity of

calling to the attention of the Senate, and
particularly the farmers on the Delmarva
Peninsula, the results of an investigation
which was conducted during the war years
relating to one phase of the activities of the
War Food Administration. As you know,
the War Food Administration is the name
under which the Commodity Credit Corpo-
ration operated during the war years, and
is the same corporation which the Honorable
Lindsay C. Warren, Comptroller General of
the United States, in his report to the Con-
gress of March 30, 1949, charged with having
spent over $366,000,000 of the taxpayers’
money for which it was unable to render an
accounting,

I fully recognize the fact that the In-
formation which I am about to present
to the Senate is related to transactions which
took place some 4 years ago. However, until
recently, I was unable to obtain all of the
facts relating to this investigation. I con-
gider these facts of such vital consequence to
the farmers on the Delmarva Peninsula, par-
ticularly in my own State, that I feel they
should be made public even at this late date.

Before giving a detailed report I will sum-
marize a few of the high lights of this inves-
tigation.

These flles show that during the 3-month
period in 1945 in which the investigation
was conducted, 1,862 loads, or over two-thirds
of the live poultry shipped from the Del-
marva area was going out under improper
certificates.

There are statements in these files of the
individuals responsible admitting that farm-
ers’ names were forged to many of these
certificates and that the poultry was being
shipped out of the area in the farmers’ names
without either their knowledge or consent.

There is also contained in these files undis-
puted charges that in many instances these
forgerles were conducted with the knowl-
edge of either Clifford W. Shedd, State direc-
tor of the War Food Administration, or his
subordinates.

There is evidence in these files that a large
percentage of the poultry leaving Delmarva
Peninsula through these improper methods
was being disposed of in the black market
in New York City through a corporation
largely owned by some of the same buyers
who were operating on the peninsula and
shipping the poultry under the forged cer-
tificates.

These files show that another partner in
thig New York corporation and the man who
exercised the power of a czar over our poul-
try industry during the war years was a cer-
tain Charles Herbert, a notorious New York
gangster with a long criminal record.

These files also show that at no time dur-
ing the operations of WFO 119 did the Gov-
ernment buy any poultry at below the ceil-
ing prices, notwithstanding the fact that in

| many instances the poultry was purchased
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from the farmer by the processor at prices
substantially below the ceiling price. This
was a direct violation of the terms of the
contract in which the seller represented that
the contract price was based upon the estl-
mated price paid to the producers.

This report completely exonerates the
farmers on the Delmarva Peninsula and at
the same time places the responsibility for
whatever black-market conditions existed on
a small group of buyers who were operating
with the knowledge of the State director of
the War Food Administration or his subordi-
nates in that area.

Any of the statements which I have made
can be verified from the five investigation
reports which were submitted by Special
Agents Harold Mesibov and Robert J. Duff
to the War Food Administration, identified
as follows: August 14, 1945, file WFO 119-59;
August 23, 1945, file 4-37; September 18, 1945,
file WFO 119-42; October 9, 1945, file 4-36;
and October 16, 1945, file WFO 116-42-1.

In order that the records of this case may
be complete, I shall review its complete
history.

During the war years many loose charges
of black-market operations were made by
prominent Government officials against the
farmers in the Delmarva area. Speaking In
their official capacity as heads of the differ-
ent Government agencies, including the OFA
and the War Food Administration, they made
wholesale charges that the farmers in this
area were shipping their poultry to be sold
on the black markets, in violation of the
OPA regulations and also in violation of the
100-percent set-aslde of WFO 119, issued on
December 1, 1944,

WFO 119 set aside 100 percent of the poul-
try in the Delmarva area for use of the armed
services and called for the statloning of

_soldiers at every highway outlet. The offi-

cials in Washington, responsible for the op-
erations of both the War Food Administra-
tion and the OPA, were so convinced that
the majority of the farmers in this area were
law viclators that in the issuance of WFO
119 they included a sentence stating that
one of the main reasons for the issuance of
the order was not altogether to obtain the
poultry for the Arnry, but was primarily to
break up the alleged black market prevall-
ing in that area.

The farmers in our State, knowing that the
charges contained in this order were false,
became very indignant and the situation
grew so tense that the Honorable Walter W.
Bacon, governor of our State, called a meet-
ing of the farmers at his office in Dover, Del.,
with the acting State director of the War
Food Administration, Clifford W. Shedd. At
this meeting the governor requested that
either the War Food Administration produce
evidence of its charges or else retract them.
Mr. Shedd, as spokesman for the War Food
Administration, admitted that the Govern-
ment could not support lts charges and
agreed to obtain from his superlors a public
apology to the farmers in that area.

WFO 119, setting aside 100 percent of the
poultry produced on the Delmarva Peninsula
for use of the armed services went into effect
on December 11, 1844. And during the period
in which this order was In effect, poultry
was not supposed to be shipped from the
peninsula unless each load was accompanied
by a release signed by the farmer, the buyer,
and the State Director for the War Food
Administration.

Notwithstanding the fact that soldiers
were stationed at every outlet on the penin-
sula to check each load of poultry leaving
the area, the press continued to prominently
play up charges that many loads of poultry
were leaving the area dally and ending up
in the black markets in the eastern cities.

From its New York office the Office of Price
Administration sent hordes of special agents
into each county on the Delmarva Peninsula,
with specific instructions that they check
each farmer in that area. These many agents
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were continuously releasing front-page ar-
ticles to create the lmpression that all the
farmers in our area were crooks. The result
was that during the brief period in which
the agents operated they not only almost
completely destroyed the reputations of the
farmers themselves hut they also destroyed
the good will of the city consumers which our
farmers, over a period of years, had worked
80 hard to develop.

We who live in that area, being familiar
with the poultry industry and knowing many
of these farmers personally, could not un-
derstand why prominent officials of the
United States Government should continue
to make charges which we knew full well
were false. I am not trying to say that there
were not some violations o- the OPA in that
area as there were In all parts of the country.
But I do say that the large majority of our
farmers were doing their best at all times to
comply with the wartime regulations.

In the midst of this period during which
time the War Food Administration was de-
manding 100 percent of our poultry, we read
in the newspapers that a special investiga-
tion was being conducted in our area. In
the Philadelphia Record of June 13, 1945, an
article appeared stating that the Federal
Bureau of Investigation had been quietly
probing- the poultry black market in the
Delaware-Maryland area and that startling
results were expected. The article stated
that their findings would reach high into
Delaware State politics and perhaps into the
Washington headquarters of the War Food
Administration and the OPA itself. Many of
us felt that at last the truth would soon be
exposed, and that the loose charges which
had been made against the farmers in the
Delmarva Peninsula would be repudiated.

However, for some reason which I cannot
understand, the results of that investigation
were never released to the public. The
wholesale charges which were made against
our farmers, accusing them of black market
operations, have been allowed to stand dur-
ing these intervening 4 years. Although the
OPA has passed out of existence, the names
of many of these farmers have remained on
the black list of the Federal Government as
suspected law viclators. The Bureau of In-
ternal Revenue, supplied with this list and
belleving the farmers to be guilty of having
received black-market money, has assigned an
unusually large number of agents to the area
to continue the investigations. In view of
these circumstances I feel that the report of
the Investigation conducted by the special
agents of the War Food Administration,
which for some unexplained reason has re-
mained a top secret and has been suppressed,
should be released to the public. This in-
vestigation clearly proves that the charges
that wholesale black market operations were
being conducted by the farmers of the Del-
marva Peninsula were lies.

In the reports of this investigation as
flled with the Department by Special Agents
Harold Mesibov and Robert J. Duff, can be
found a complete exoneration of the charges
which were made against the farmers in this
area. These amazing documents do contain
some startling revelations and rather seri-
ous charges of irregularities, but not on the
part of the farmers who had been so freely
accused of law violations; on the contrary,
the reports contain rather serious charges of
irregularities on the part of the Government
officials themselves who were responsible for
thr. operations of the program on the Penin-
sula,

In order that the record might be put
straight and the responsibility placed where
it belongs, here are some of the facts as con-
tained in this report covering the period be-
tween May 7, 1945, through August 6, 10945.

I refer first to—

FILE NO. 4-36 DATED OCTOBER 9, 1048
On June 11, 12, 13, and 14, 1945, at the
Dover, Del.,, office of Clifford W. Shedd,
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Deputy Administrator of WFO 119, 4 spe-
clal agents examined all of the releases and
applications made available to them, and
found that of a total of 2,762 releases issued
by Shedd’s cffice, less than one-third of them
were supported by growers applications. The
report reveals that when applications for re-
leases were sollcited or recommended by one
particular representative of a certain group
of poultry buyers, they were given top priority
by Mr. Shedd’s office. One thousand three
hundred and eighty-four of these releases
were granted on requests submitted through
this one representative, and of that number,
944 were not supported by growers applica-
tions. One thousand three hundred and
seventy-eight releases were issued during the
same period to buyers applying directly to
the cffice of Clifford W. Shedd, the Deputy
‘War Food Administrator, and of this number,
918 were not supported by growers applica-
tions as required by law.

FILE WFO 11942 DATED SEPTEMBER 19, 1945

The report contains signed admissions that
the names of the farmers appearing on many
of these WFA releases were forgeries and that
a large percentage of the poultry which was
moving out of this area into the black market
was being shipped out in the name of the
individual farmers on the Delmarva Penin-
sula without either their knowledge or con-
sent. Moreo.er, the report contains charges
that some of these forgeries were committed
with the knowledge and approval of the
Government officials in charge of the opera-
tions at the Office of the War Food Adminis-
trator at Dover, Del.

FILE NO, 4-36 DATED OCTCBER 9, 1945

The report further shows that Clifford
W. Bhedd, during the month of May 1945,
alone, issued these unauthorized releases
for 1,700,000 pounds of poultry for sale in
civilian markets in spite of repeated warn-
ings from Gordon W. Sprague, his superior
in Washington, that the Army needed the
poultry.

FILE WFO 119-42 DATED SEPTEMBER 19, 1945

There is evidence in the report that mem-
bers of this buyers’ group were actually pay-
ing their official representative for the re-
leases which he was receiving from Clifford
W. Shedd’s office in Dover.

FILE WFO 119-42 DATED SEPTEMBER 10, 1945

The report indicates that a large percent-
age of the poultry moving out of this area
during the period of the investigation, much
of it on forged certificates, was handled
through the West Seventeenth Street Poul-
try Co., 426 West Seventeenth Street, New
York, N, Y., and ultimately was disposed of
in that market. It shows that this New York
poultry company which was acting as a
clearing house for a large percentage of the
poultry leaving the Delmarva Peninsula was
substantially owned by the same group of
buyers who were controlling operations on
the Delmarva Peninsula and shipping poultry
to this concern in the name of the Dzlaware
farmers on forged certificates.

FILE WI'O 119—-42 DATED SEPTEMBER 19, 1945

The record further shows that Charles Her-
bart of New York City was part owner and
general manager of this corporation or clear-
ing house in New York City, and in that ca-
pacity practically controlled the distribution
of gll poultry moving from the Delmarva
grea. Apperently this was not a new experi-
ence for Mr. Herbert since the files show
that this was the same Charles Herbert who
was convicted in 1929 of racketeering and
terrorism in the operation of a chicken mo-
nopoly at that time and for violation of the
Bherman Anti-Trust Act.

On July 9, 1936, a New York newspaper
referred to this Charles Herbert as a “noto-
rious racketeer” and the article stated that
Mr. Morgan, Commissioner of Markets for
New York, was leaving for Washington to
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seek the ald of the G-Men to break up the
poultry racket. According to this news-
paper report, Morgan turned over to Speclal
Prosecutor Thomas E. Dewey evidence of a
so-called shakedown racket and abuses which
he attributed to this same Charles Herbert.
In 1937 this same Charles Herbert was again
sentenced for from 4 to 10 years for racket-
eering in the poultry markets in New York.
Numerous other indictments and convic-
tions are listed in the flles against this same
Charles Herbert, including records of many
charges during this same period against the
owners of the firm for violations of OPA
regulations and numerous other Govern-
ment orders.

Substantial financial losses accrued to the
farmers through the ignoring by Mr. Shedd
of that provision of WFO 119 which provided
that the amount saved through the purchase
of any poultry by the buyers below the ceil-
ing price must be passed on to the Govern-
ment in its entirety. Each contract between
the processors and the Government con-
tained a provision which stated:

*“The contractor represents that the con-
tract price * * * is based upon an esti-
mated price paid to the producer * ¢ *
for live chickens to be processed hereunder.
In the event and to the extent that the
actual price paid to the producer of live
chickens purchased for the performance of
this contract is less than such estimated
price, the contract shall be reduced by the
same number of cents or fraction thereof,
per pound.”

The purpose of incorporating this pro-
vision in all contracts was to remove all in-
centive from the buyers of forcing the price
of broilers at the farm below ceiling price
since had this provision been enforced, such
savings would have been merely passed on
to the Federal Government.

Mr. David L. Hume, chief of the poultry
section, headquarters, quartermaster market
center system, Chicago, Ill., in response to
an inquiry of June 23, 1949, as to how much,
if any, poultry the Government procured
below the ceiling price, replied that to the
best of their knowledge—

“All poultry purchased under WFO 119 by
the market center system was at applicable
maximum OPA prices. * * * Further,
WFO 119 was administered by the War Food
Adminijstrator. The Quartermaster Corps
was only an authorized buyer under the
terms of the order.”

Once again we find that Mr. Shedd, in
Ignoring this provision of the law, allowed
unwarranted profits to acerue to this same
privileged group at the expense of the farmer.

Notwithstanding all the irregularities
which transpired under the administration
of WFO 119 by Clifford W. Shedd, we find
that instead of any disciplinary action being
taken against him, Mr. Shedd was actually
given a promotion and an increase in salary
of $580 per year, and was retained on the
rolls of this same corporation until April 16,
1946. On that date he was all wed to resign
and accept a positicn with a higher salary
in the Department of Commerce, which posi-
tion he still holds today.

This is another example to prove the max-
im, “If you make a mistake in the Federal
Government, make it big and involve enough
people, and you can get away with it."

Mr. President, it seems rather ironical that
we should find that not only were these
wholesale criminal charges which were made
against our farmers false, but that they were
originated and encouraged by the officials of
the same Government agency which at that
time was spending hundreds of millions of
dollars of the taxpayers’ money without
keeping any record of it. ]

These tactics of making false charges
against our farmers were employed by the
State director of the War Food Administra-
tion in an apparent effort to divert the at-
tention of the OPA investigators and the
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public from the irregularities in his own
office.

This 1s one of the most flagrant miscar-
riages of justice which has ever come to my
attention, and I think the Administration,
which has had these files in its possession
for over 4 years and has done nothing about
them, should explain:

1. Why have the contents of this report
been withheld from the public for over 4
years; and

2. Why have these files not been referred
to the Department of Justice?

And the most important question of all is,
Was it this same group which was responsible
for the flagrant manipulations of the broiler
market on the Delmarva Peninsula as re-
cently as July of this year?

1849 AGRICULTURAL HARVEST

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I send to
the desk a statement on a momentous
canning strike which has just been avert-
ed—a strike which could have paralyzed
Wisconsin agriculture as well as farmers
throughout the Nation. I ask unani-
mous consent that it be printed at this
point in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

COMMENTS BY SENATOR WILEY ON 1949 AGRI-
CULTURAL HARVEST

Mr. President, throughout the Nation the
agricultural harvest of 1849 is proceeding
in full swing. This year we in Wisconsin are
proud of a particularly good harvest which,
while not bumper in size, is sufficient, thanks
to late June rains and a tremendous corn
crop which is expected to hit around 130,000,
000 bushels.

As ysual, the Wisconsin farmer faced the
ravages of nature but came through with
fiying colors. A drought threatened for a
considerable time to keep the hay fields as
bare as a floor. Corn borers struck in the
southern part of the State. Insects rav-
aged much of the pea crop, and yet in spite
of it all we will harvest over 5,500,000 tons
of hay; 110,000,000 bushels of oats; 6,250,000
bushels of barley; 13,000,000 bushels of po=-
tatoes; 10,000,000 cases of peas, and many
other crops.

WISCONSIN'S LEADING CANNERY "PRODUCTS

I have pointed out previously on the fioor
the pride of my State in its great canning
production. The Badger State leads the Na-
tion in the production of peas for canning
and while this year's crop of peas will fall
short of the 1945 peak of 16,000,000 cases,
we will still hold first place in the Nation in
canned peas. We rank first in the Nation in
the production of sweet corn for canning
and we will have a pack of around 7,000,000
cases. We will pack 1,650,000 cases of green
and waxed beans with the limas still to
come. We are going to have wonderful yields
from our lush beet flelds—between 10 and
12 tons yield to 'the acre.

All of this spells iifeblood to Wisconsin's
over 150 canning factorles, employing
around 30,000 workers with an annual pay-
roll of §15 to $20,000,000. Canned peas,
canned kraut, canned green beans, limas and
waxed beans—these are the stuff and sub-
stance of much of the prosperity of the
Badger Btate.

And yet, but a week or so ago it looked as
though a tremendous proportion of this
golden yield of nature would be rotting in
the flelds., A strike was scheduled in a vital
canning company and this strike undoubt-
edly would have spread. The corn, the peas,
the beans, would have molderad In the fields
if the cans were not instantly available.

From all over the State of Wisconsin came
telegrams to my office urgently pleading for
action to prevent this disaster—a potential
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calamity not only to the small canning fac-
tories but to the individual farmer. I, of
course, immediately got in touch with the
Federal Mediation Service in the Depart-
ment of Labor and I am glad to say that this
strike has been put off until October.
APPRECIATION OF WISCONSIN CANNERS

I am grateful for the many messages which
have poured in from Wisconsin expressing
gratification that our Federal authorities were
able to forestall a disastrous stoppage.

I should like to quote from one letter from
a Wisconsin canning company typical of
many splendid letters for which T am humbly
grateful:

“I want to take this opportunity of thank-
ing you for the splendid cooperation that
you gave to us and your promptness in han-
dling our request for assistance in prevent-
ing that strike of American Can Co. em-
ployees.

“I rather imagine that you received a del-
uge of requests and it certainly is gratifying
to note the promptness of the decision
* * * andIam positive that your efforts
materially aided our industry in securing
this objective. Thank you again.”

Now, Mr. President, the reason I bring this
issue up is not merely as an act of pride In
the great canning and farming industry of
my State nor Is it to merely express heart-
felt thankfulness that a dreadful canning
strike has been averted; rather, it is to point
up the fact of the harmful economic conse-
quences of strikes—to labor, to management,
to farmers, to the public. Fortunately, rea-
son prevailed In this recent instance. The
peas and beets and Teans did not rot in the
flelds as they might have. It was a narrow
escape and I am hoping that even in the

. long run no strike -1 come to pass.
LET US UNITE TO PREVENT AVOIDABLE STRIKES

Let labor, businessmen, farmers, consums-
ers, unite to help put more vitality in Federal
and State labor statutes so that calamitous
strikes such as the one that we have Just
avoided in the canning industry may be held
to an irreducible minimum. Let not labor
miss vital pay envelopes; let not crops for
which the farmers sweated and stralned be
lost, Let not the public be denied whole-
some, nutritious foods.

PURCHASE OF AUTOMOBILES BY CERTAIN
DISABLED VETERANS

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the amendment of the House of
Representatives to the bill (S, 2115) to
authorize payments by the Administrator
of Veterans’ Affairs on the purchase of
sutomobiles or other conveyances by cer-
tain disabled veterans, and for other pur-
poses, which was, on page 1, line 9, after
the word “of”, to insert “World War I
and.” .

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I move that
the Senate disagree to the amendment
of the House, ask a conference with the
House on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon, and that the Chair
appoint the conferees on the part of the
Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Vice President appointed Mr. PEPPER,
Mr., Hir, Mr. Doucras, Mr. TaFr, and
Mr. Morsk conferees on the part of the
Senate.

MINIMUM-WAGE STANDARD

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
lays before the Senate the unfinished
business, Senate bill 653.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 653) to provide for the
amendment of the Fair Lebor Stand-
ards Act of 1938, and for other purposes.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The gues-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment
to the pending bill, by way of a substi-
tute for the entire language of the bill.

The Chair is informed that practically
all of the amendments which have been
sent to the desk to be printed and to lie
on the table are amendments to the sub-
stitute, and for that reason the Chair
supposes that the substitute will be
regarded as the language of the bill

Mr., TAFT. Mr. President, I wonder
if we could not enter into a unanimous-
consent agreement to treat the substitute
as the pending bill.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Und.: the
precedents, that is the case anyway, so
that amendments to the substitute will
be considered as amendments in the first
degree instead of the second degree,

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
will state it.

Mr. PEPPER. What is the unfinished
business? Is it Senate bill 653?

The VICE PRESIDENT. It is.

Mr. PEPPER. That is the measure
now before the Senate, is it not?

The VICE PRESIDENT. It is before
the Senate at this time. There is no
amendment pending, but the substitute
reported from the committee is to be
treated as the text of the bill.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, the
pending bill is the Fair Labor Standards
Act of 1938, which is proposed to be
amended. Senators will recall that in
1938 the first Federal legislation upon
this subject was enacted.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a short statement?

Mr. PEFPER. 1 yield.

Mr. LUCAS. It is the hope of the
majority leader and others who are vi-
tally interested in this measure that we
may be able to conclude the bill by
Wednesday night. We can doso by hav-
ing a night session tomorrow evening and
perhaps a night session on Wednesday.
It is the thought of a great number of
Senators that we then might take a re-
cess until the following Wednesday—
practically a week. I merely mention it
now so that Senators may be thinking
about it overnight, and I shall be glad
to talk a little later to the Senator irom
Nebraska [Mr., WrHERRY] and the Senator
from Ohio [Mr, Tarr] to see whether or
not some arrangement can be worked
out.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Florida yield?

Mr. PEPPER. 1 yield.

Mr. TAPFPT. Do I understand that if
the bill is not finally disposed of Wednes-
day night we will continue consideration
of it on Thursday until action on it is
completed?

Mr, LUCAS. Yes. The Senator is
correct about that. We will have to con-
tinue consideration of it until it is fin-
ished. But I was hoping that perhaps
we might finish it on Wednesday some
time and take perhaps a week’s recess
after that, if we could.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Florida yield to me so that
I may say something in connection with
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what has just been stated by the majority
leader?

Mr, PEPPER. I yield.

Mr, WHERRY. I took up the matter
of the recess with my distinguished
friend from Illinois, and I understood
him to say that the Senate would stay in
session through Friday, that there would
be no Labor Day recess except on Satur-
day, Sunday, and the Monday holiday.
Is that still the position of the majority
leader?

Mr. LUCAS. The Senator is correct
in that statement. That was what we
agreed to some time ago, but in later
discussions we felt that perhaps a couple
of days more might do Senators no harm.

Mr. WHERRY. This is the first time
I have heard anything like that. I have
advised many of my colleagues on this
side of the aisle what the Senator from
Illinois advised me as to a possible vaca-
tion. So as much as I should like to
comply with the Senator's request or
suggestion, it seems to me that it is sim-
ply another evidence of the confused
situation in which we find ourselves. I
think the program should be anncunced
far enough in advance fo enable Senators
to make their plans. I should like very
much to Lave had a week, but after the
decision was made I announced it to the
Members on this side of the aisle.

Mr. LUCAS. There is not very much
confusion in this sort of a situation, in
my opinion. If anyone is confused it
may be the Senator from Nebraska, who
usually is.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, PEPPER. I yield to the Senator
from Wisconsin.

Mr. WILEY. I trust some arrange-
ment may be worked out that will be
satisfactory to everyone. Assuming that
we can complete action on the bill
Wednesday night, is it the idea that the
Senate would then take a recess until the
following Tuesday?

Mr. LUCAS. Until the following
Tuesday or I might even go as far as to
suggest the following Wednesday. This
is merely a suggestion. I have talked to
a number of Senators who thought that
perhaps we should have three or four
more days recess around Labor Day
time. The arrangement the Senator
from Nebraska speaks of was made some
time ago Yy the policy committee. I ad-
vised the Senator from Nebraska that I
thought it would not do any harm, even
at this hour if I should say something
about the latest proposed arrangement.
There is nothing very unusual about it.

Mr. WILEY., Mr. President, may I
continue further?

Mr. PEPPER. I yield.

Mr, WILEY, My own thought is that
because the fact that the Senate is going
to be in session through September and
into October, a great many Senators, and
I am sure the Senator from Illinois is
one, and I include myself, not having in
contemplation months ago that the Sen-
ate would remain in session so late in the
year, have put themselves on the spot
in relation to making definite speaking
appointments. This is what I ask: As-
suming that the program the Senator
speaks of will become effective, so that a
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recess can be taken until Tuesday of next
week or perhaps Wednesday of next
week, can that not be supplemented by
information being given to Senators as
to what the next and the next and the
next piece of legislation will be which
will be called up, so we will have some
definite understanding of what to expect
in the future? In other words, if there
are 6 or 10 pieces of legislation, will they
come up in a certain order? Can we be
given an understanding on that subject?
If so, it will, I believe, add to the ability
of Senators to make plans for the future.

Mr. LUCAS. Let me say to my dis-
tinguished friend from Wisconsin that
I am only one member of the Democratic
Policy Committee. The next matter of
legislation that will be considered by the
Sensate, after the disposition of the pend-
ing measure, will be the reciprocal trade
agreemenils measure.

Mr. WILEY. What follows that?

Mr. LUCAS. It is a little difficult to
say, because, according to what the Sen-
ator from Colorado [Mr, MILLIKIN] said
the other cay, it will require at least 10
days to consider the reciprocal trade
agreements bill. So we have now ap-
proximately a 2-week program ahead of
us, It is somewhat difficult to say exactly
what the program will be beyond 2 weeks.
A number of bills will be taken up fol-
lowing the reciprocal trade agreements
measure,

Mr. WILEY. That helps me a little
bit. I suppose the Senate will take up
the arms program next after that.

Mr. LUCAS. I am not so sure. That
n:ay be. But that is a decision which is
to be made by the policy committee, I
will say to my friend.

Mr. WILEY. Would it not be well for
the policy committee to arrive at some
decision so that other Senators could
know where they are going?

Mr. LUCAS. The Senator from Ne-
braska in a statement he made last
night to the people of America, said I
had no program of any kind. I will say
that I reluctantly took the time of the
Senate last week and pointed out a great
many bills on the calendar which we
are going to try to conmsider. I should
like to sit down, probably after tomorrow
evening, with the Senator from Nebraska
and the Senator from Ohio and see
whether we can agree upon the six, sev-
en, or eight bills I previously mentioned.
Maybe we can reach an agreement re-
specting some kind of limitation of time
on those hills. If we can, well and good.
If we cannot, we will simply move along.
I think we are doing quite well and I be-
lieve the country feels we are doing quite
well. I am satisfied that we are.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr, PEPPER, I yield.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I think it would
not be out of line to suggest to the ma-
jority leader that if we are going to try
to reach a final vote on the pending bill
by Wednesday night, it might be advis-
able to consider having a night session
tomorrow night., It will be very helpful
to me if we can complete action on the
bill by Wednesday night. I hope we can.
I would suggest a night session tomor-
Trow.
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Mr. PEPPER. Before the able leader
mekes any statement in reply to that
suggestion I should like to say that the
committee has reduced the hill to a very
simple one. I have to offer in the first
instance some commitiee amendments
which will remove some of the points of
controversy. I really do not think the
bill will require protracted debate in the
Senate. I see no reason why we should
not possibly get through with it tomor-
row, certainly not later than the follow-
ing day, during the day. We are not go-
ing to take up extra time with speeches.
Senators are familiar with this subject.
We did not think we would call for a vote
this afternoon, because many Senators
are absent. But we thought we might
start voting tomorrow.

Mr. SALTONSTALL, Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. PEPPER. 1 yield.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I do not under-
stand that the Senator objects to a night
session tomorrow night. Does he object?

Mr. FEPPER. No. We are glad to
have it. Ithink we have removed a great
deal of controversy from this area. I
am hoping that we can get through at
an early date. >

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. PEPPER. I yield.

Mr. LUCAS. In line with the sugges-
tion which has been made, I desire to
notify the Senate that there will be a
night session tomorrow night on this
bill, with the hope that we can get
through by Wednesday evening. As we
move along tomorrow we will see if we
can get a unanimous-consent agreement
to vote on Wednesday night. In that
way we can perhaps gef away from
Washington for a few days.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President——

Mr. PEPPER. I yield to the Senator
from Nebraska.

Mr. WHERRY. I desire the floor in
my own right. How long does the Sen-
ator from Florida expect to speak?

Mr. PEPPER. Only for a few minutes.
As I previously stated, we shall not con-
sume the time of the Senate with un-
necessary discussion of this subject.
Senators are familiar with the back-
ground of the legislation, and what the
bill generally proposes.

As I recall, the first Federal legislation
on the subject of fair-labor standards
was proposed in the Senate by then

Senator, now able Justice, Hugo Black,

who introduced the 30-hour-week bill.
I believe the Senate passed that bill
Prior to that time there had been nu-
merous State enactments on the subject
of minimum wages and maximum hours
of labor, and governing conditions of
work by employees of industry. How-
ever, as I stated, it was not until 1938
that the Congress itself took action in
this field.

I see in the Chamber at the moment
my distinguished colleague, the Senator
from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER] and the
distinguished chairman of the commit-
tee, the Senator from Utah [Mr.
TromMas]l, Imyself was a member of the
conference committee which finally ad-
Justed the existing legislation between
the Senate and the House of Representa-
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tives. So many of us Lave personal
recollections of the history of this legis-
lation in the Senate.

It will be recalled that the first law of
1938 provided a minimum wage of 25
cents an hour. It provided, however,
that that wage should gradually be in-
creased until it should reach 40 cents
an hour. We actually achieved 40 cents
an hour as the minimum wage about
1943. Industry committees were author-
ized to take some part in the elevation
of the minimum wage. As Senators
will recall, the maximum hours were
fixed at 40 hours a week, with certain
exceptions. I think we have summarized
rather succinctly in our report, a para-
graph or two of which I shall read, the
need for this legislation and the back-
ground of it. I read from the report of
the committee: -

The need for legislation to improve the
effectiveness of the Fair Labor Standards Act
of 1938 in meeting the objectives scught to be
achieved by Congress when it enacted that
act in 1938, namely, to promote economic
Justice and security for the lowest paid of
our wage earners, to create conditions of em-
ployment stability, and to eliminate unfair
competitive labor practices in industry, has
long been apparent. Legislation to accom-
plish this purpose has been under active con-
sideration by the Congress since 1945. Ex-
tensive hearings on comprehensive proposals
to amend the act were held before the Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare in 1945,
in 1948, and again in 1949, Legislation
ralsing the minimum wage to 65 cents an
hour, strengthening the child-labor provi-
sions, and making other changes in the act
was passed by the Senate in 1946 but failed
of enactment when the House of Representa-
tives did not act thereon. Upward revision
of the minimum wage has been repeatedly
requested by the President since his message
to Congress of September 6, 1945. In his
state of the Union message of January 5, 1049,
the President reported that “The health of
our economy and its maintenance at high
levels further require that the minlmum wage
fixed by law should be raised to at least 75
cents an hour.” As a result of its study and
deliberations, the committee has concluded
that legislation to ralse the minimum wage
standard provided in the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act to 756 cents an hour, to improve and
strengthen the child-labor provisions of that
act, and to improve the act'’s administrative
effectiveness should be enacted by the Con-
gress at this time.

Proposals were made to the committee
during its hearings for comprehensive revi-
slon of the standards, definitions of terms,
coverage and exemptions, and administrative
machinery provided in the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act of 1938. The committee has not
attempted to pass judgment on the merits
of all of these varlous proposals.

At this time the committee is confining
the amendments which it proposes be
made in the Fair Labor Standards Act of
1938 to a limited number.

First, it proposes to raise the minimum
wage to 75 cents an hour from the pres-
ent maximum of 40 cents an hour, which
has been in effect since 1943, and was
authorized by the act of 1938,

The committee proposes certain
changes in the legislation with respect
to child labor. I know of no opposition
to the suggested changes. They appear
to be necessary in the light of experience.

One change is this: The present law
does not forbid the employment of child
labor, or, to use the more exact term,
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“gppressive child labor.” It only forbids
the shipment in interstate commerce of
goods upon which or in connection with
which child labor has been employed
within 30 days prior to shipment. Ob-
viously that made it possible for an em-
ployer disposed to do so to hold the goods
in his warehouse for 30 days, although
he had used child labor in their produc-
tion, and then ship them without hin-
drance or restraint into the unimpeded
channels of interstate commerce. I do
not know of anyone who wishes to coun-
tenance or permit such a practice. So
we went directly to the heart of the mat-
ter in the pending bill by forbidding op-
pressive child labor in commerce, which
throughout the act means commerce
among the several States, or in the pro-
duction of goods for commerce.

We ,made two additional minor
amendments. Heretofore the law has
forbidden the employment of child labor
in agriculture during the time when the
child was legally required to attend
school. That raises rather difficult legal
guestions, as to what are the laws re-
specting compulsory education, what is
delinguency, and so forth. So we adopt~
ed what we believe to be a simpler and
clearer test, namely: Was the school in
the district in which the child resided
in session or not? If it were in session,
then the bill would forbid the employ-
ment of the child during that time; but
if the law did not require the school to
be in session, or if, as occurs in some
areas, the school were let out in order
that the children might help in some
emergency, the school would not be in
session, and the child would not be for-
bidden to work in agriculture.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. PEPPER. I yield.

Mr. ELLENDER. The amendment
does not prohihit a child from being em-
ployed after school hours, does it?

Mr. PEPPER. It does not. A child
can be employed in agriculture outside
the time when the school is required to
be in session in the district in which he
resides.

Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, PEPPER. I yield.

Mr. GREEN. What does the Senator
mean by “the school”? Does that mean
public school?

Mr. PEPPER. TIi means public school.

Mr. GREEN. Do not different schools
have different practices?

Mr. PEPPER. I suppose it would he
the school to which the child would nor-
mally go as a pupil, in the district in
which he resides.

The other amendment is a rather
minor one, but it was felt that a correc-
tion should be made in the law. Under
the present law a parent may employ
his child in agriculture at any time other
than the time when the school is in ses-
sion, without hindrance or obstruction.
Under the present law a parent cannot
‘employ his child who is above the age of
16 years and below the age of 18 years
in an occupation which is found by the
Children’s Bureau to be hazardous; but
there is a loophole in the present law. A
parent could employ & child less than 16
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years of age in hazardous mining or
manufacturing operations. No one
would say that a parent should be for-
bidden to employ a child between the
ages of 16 and 18 in hazardous mining or
manufacturing operations, but should be
permitted to employ a child under the
age of 16 in a hazardous mining or man-
ufacturing operation. That is a minor
change.

Another minor change was to permit
children to participate in radio, motion
picture, and dramatic performances, be-
cause of certain well-recognized excep-
tions in that field.

First, we raised the minimum wage to
75 cents an hour. Then we tightened
up the child-labor provisions a little.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. PEPPER. I yield.

Mr. ELLENDER. I wonder whether
the distinguished Senator from Florida
will give us the basis for fixing the mini-
mum at 75 cents.

Mr. PEPPER. Will the Senator per-
mit me to state what we attempt to do
by the bill as reported, and then give the
justification for it in respect to the min-
imum wage?

Mr. ELLENDER. Very well.

Mr. PEPPER. A third category in the
bill nows before the Senate proposes to do
two things: First, to aid the worker who
has not received unpaid wages from his
employer by authorizing the Wage-
Hour Administrator to work out an
agreement with the employer and the
employee as to any wages due the em-
ployee by the employer, and to supervise
the adjustment of the wage claim. In
other words, the Wage-Hour Adminis-
trator is authorized to ascertain, in case
of complaint, the amount of wages al-
leged to be due the worker, and which
might have been found to be due by the
wage-hour inspector, and to supervise
the adjustment of the claim. Second,
the bill authorizes the Government to
bring suit on behalf of the employee for
any back wages the employee might be
due from the employer or any wages that
might have been in dispute as between
the employee and the employer. We do
those two things, as it were, for the bene-
fit of the employee.

We do two additional things for the
benefit of and the clarification of the
duty and responsibility of the employer,
namely, if the Wage-Hour Administra-
tor supervises the settlement of a wage
claim or a wage question and if the em-
ployer pays the amount which the Wage-
Hour Administrator finds to be due the
employee, and if the employee accepts it,
then, under the provisions of our bill,
the employee waives the right he has
under the present law to sue the em-
ployer and, if he recovers, to get not
only the wages which might have been
in arrears, but twice the wages in
arrears, as a penalty, and, in addition,
attorney’s fees. Thus, in a case in which
the Government might at the instance of
the employee sue the employer for wages
due the employee, but not paid, the em-
ployer by virtue of being sued by the
Government, after it is authorized by
the employee to bring the suit, is held,
by the fact of the suit, to be the recipient
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of a waiver—and so is the employer—
on the part of the employee to sue for
additional amounts. In other words, the
Government can sue only for wages due,
but not for penalties,

So by this bill we have helped the
employee by providing for his benefit with
respect to the enforcement of his rights
by way of litigation or settlement; but
at the same time, in either of those
cases, we have given the employer pro-
tection against subsequently having to
pay more than either he paid voluntarily
or than the Government recovered by
way of suit.

Mr. WATKINS. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. PEPPER. I yield.

Mr. WATEKINS. It seems to me that
this bill, by putting the Government in
the position of a claimant, places the
Government in an entirely new posi-
tion, entirely different from any position
the Government has ever occupied under
the law.

Mr. PEPFER. Several State laws do
that. An employee is often’intimidated
by fear of reprisal if he does bring suit
against his employer. If he sues in his
own right, of course, he has to have suf-
ficient funds to pay an attorney or must
have some arrangement for paying the
attorney, which generally means the
attorney has to take the case on a con-
tingent basis, and that may lead to
vexatious litigation.

In the report we have included figures
showing how the litigation involved in
the collection of claims has been reduced,
even when it was found that the wages
were in arrears by the employer. Of
course, the remedy on the part of the
Government is a rather harsh one or it is
an ineffective one. I refer to the right
of injunction to prevent abuse on the
part of the employer. That remedy is
seldom satisfactory. On the other hand,
if the employer agrees that the wages are
due the employee and are unpaid, then
the employee may find a lawyer to bring
suit for him, and may use the records of
the Wage-Hour Division, and may re-
cover not only the wages due but twice
that amount, and attorney’s fees as well.

So we felt it would be mutually helpful
if the Wage-Hour Administrator had a
right to try to adjust these claims and
disputes, find out what might be due, if
there were any doubt about it, and to find
what the worker is justly entitled to re-
ceive, and then to have the employer
given assurance, as the bill does, that if
he pays that amount to the employee and
if the employee receives it, the employee
cannot later sue for more. So if we write
such provisions into law, they will be in
the interest of both the employee and the
employer.

Mr. WATKINS. I understand those
are the provisions of the amendment the
Senator now is proposing.

Mr. PEPPER. That is one of the pro-
visions of the bill now before the Senate.

Mr. WATKINS, The Senator would
permit, would he not, the United States,
acting in behalf of the worker, to bring
suit for wages the worker claims are due
him and which may be in dispute be-
tween the employee and the employer.

Mr. PEPPER. Yes.
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Mr. WATKINS. In other words, that
would place the Government squarely on
the side of the employee.

Mr. PEPPER. No; I would not say it
would place the Government on the side
of the employee. The Government pres-
ently inspects the books.

Mr. WATEKINS, I understand that.

Mr. PEPPER. The Government has a
duty at the present time to make inquiry
about the enforcement of the law. All
this bill does is to permit the Government
either to bring suit in the name of the
employee and protect the employer
against having to pay a penalty, if he
pays the wages which are due, or else to
bring about an amicable settlement and
protect the employer from having to pay
more than the wages actually found to
be due.

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will the
Senator further yield?

Mr. PEPPER. 1 yield.

Mr. WATKINS. It seems to me that in
many instances the employer is a strong-
er party before the law because of his re-
sources, and what not, than any individ-
ual worker is. So I can understand why
it is proper to give the Government the
right to inspect the books, and so forth.

Mr. PEPPER. The Government al-
ready has that right, under existing law.

Mr. WATKINS. But to permit the
Government to bring suit in the name of
the employee, a plaintiff, seems to go too
far, It seems to me that both parties
should have the right to equal protection
under the law.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I am
afraid the Senator from Utah does not
understand the present law. The present
law permits the Government to bring a
criminal prosecution against the employ-
er if he is found to be willfully failing to
comply with the law.

Mr. WATKINS. But the employer has
a right to have a trial.

Mr. PEPPER. Yes. Of course, in case
of a suit, the trial is by a judge and jury.

Mr. WATKINS. Yes. Butin this case,
this proposed law would make the Gov-
ernment one of the parties to the suit.

Mr. PEPPER. The Government would
sue; but the determination of whether
the Government was correct would still
be made by a judge and jury.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. PEPPER. I yield.

Mr. ELLENDER. I understand these
proposals to be permissive. The em-
ployee will retain his present rights.

Mr. PEPPER. That is correct.

Mr, ELLENDER. And if the employee
should sue in his own name, the employer
would be responsible for double damages
and for attorney's fees, if the employee
were successful in the suit.

Mr, PEPPER. That is correct.

Mr, ELLENDER. Under the amend-
ment, the Government would sue for the
wages due the employee, and the em-
ployer would be saved the double penal-
ities provided by the present law.

Mr. PEPPER. That is correct.

Mr. ELLENDER. On the other hand,
the suit would have to be brought and
adjudicated in one of the courts of the
country.

Mr. PEPPER. Yes. Ican foresee that
there would not be an instance in which
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the Government would actually sue the
employer unless there was a dispute about
the law or the facts, a dispute which
could not be reconciled except in & forum
where it could be reconciled.

I dare say that when the bill becomes
law, it will be found to be possible for the
Government, through the Wage-Hour
Administrator, to act as mediator and to
settle these disputes between employees
and employers in a way that will be satis-
factory and beneficial to both.

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. PEPPER,. I yield.

Mr, EASTLAND. Can the employer
settle the dispute for an amount less than
the amount of the wages found to be due?

Mr. PEPPER. That is a matter of law.
We do not purport to affect the law.
Whatever the law on that subject is, it
will remain to be.

Mr. EASTLAND. What is the law?

Mr, PEPPER. My recollection is that
the worker cannot settle his claim for less
than the minimum wage provided by the
law; that to do so would be to violate the
law; and everyone is bound to observe
the law, of course.

Mr. EASTLAND. Then the employee
cannot waive his claim?

Mr. PEPPER. He cannot waive it
except under the 2-year statute of limita-
tions. He cannot sue after 2 years. But
he does not waive it. He may not elect
to bring suit to enforce it.

Mr. EASTLAND. But for 2 years the
Government can enforce it, even though
the worker does not desire to do so. Is
that correct?

Mr. PEPPER. Of course we did not
pass a law saying to employers, “You
shall pay the minimum wage only to such
workers as ask for it.” Tha law is bind-
ing upon the employer, who cannot avoid
his duty to observe the law.

Mr. EASTLAND. 1 was not arguing
with the Senator. I merely wanted to
know what the law is. Can the work-
man waive his right?

Mr, PEPPER. Not in the contractual
sense, He may lose his right by failing
to assert it, but he cannot waive it in the
contractual sense, as I understand the
law. However, we do not here legislate

upon that subject.

Mr. EASTLAND. Bui we are propos-
ing to legislate that the Government can
enforce that right for the worker, even
though he does not desire to seek its en-
forcement himself?

Mr. PEPPER. But, Mr. President, only
in the instance where the employee re-
quests the Government to do so. It is
only where the Government is requested,
or where the worker acquiesces in the
Government’s action.

Mr, ELLENDER. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, let us clear up this
point & little bit. Is it the Senator's un-
derstanding that, should the employee
ask permission for the Government to
sue for him, even the Government could
not compromise it, except under certain
conditions and except to a certain ex-
tent?

Mr. PEFPER. That is according to my
understanding.

Mr. ELLENDER. But there is nothing
in the Sznator’s amendment which indi-
cates that, is there?
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Mr. PEPPER. No; there iIs nothing in
the amendment.

Mr. ELLENDER. So it would be rele-
gated to the existing law on the subject,
would it not?

Mr, PEPPER. That is correct. What-
ever the courts have held to be the law
is not affected.

Mr. President, there is another minor
amendment we put into the bill. It was
felt that the small Western Union offices,
where the one who runs the office oper-
ates on & contractual basis for the West-
ern Union Co., and where the volume of
business done is less than $500 a month,
should be exempted from coverage. That
is one of the provisions of the bill.

In addition to that, in respect to the
amendment of the overtime provisions,
we have added buttermilk, so that those
engaged in the processing of buttermilk
may have the benefit of the seasonal ex-
emptions which apply. The processing
of buttermilk has g year-round exemp-
tion from overtime payment.

Mr. EASTLAND. Why?

Mr. PEPPER. It was done at the in-
stance of the Senator from Vermont [Mr.
AIREN], who felt that buttermilk should
come in the same category as other agri-
cultural commodities which enjoy the
same exemption at the present time.

I have stated what will be left in the
bill when the committee amendments
which the committee considered and au-
thorized the Senator from Florida to
present on behalf of the committee, are
adopted by the Senate, as I hope they
will be. Let me say we started originally,
as Senators know, with the idea that we
might extend the coverage of the law,
and that we might reduce certain of the
exemptions which the present law con-
tains, in addition to raising the minimum
wage and tightening up somewhat in re-
spect to child labor and a few other minor
provisions. We had a strong subcommit-
tee that discussed the matter at great
length. We debated the pros and cons
of the matter, the sentiment which was
in favor of extension of coverage and
reduction of exemptions, as well as the
sentiment in the Senate and in the Con-
gress which was opposed to extending
the coverage of the act.

‘We brought to the Senate originally a
bill that made a slight extension in cov-
erage; that is to say, our original bill (S.
653), which is now before the Senate,
provided for the removal of the mini-
mum-wage exemption in the handling
and processing of agricultural commod-
ities within the area of production. The
present law, as is well known, provides
that the handling, packing, storing, and
processing of agricultural commodities
within the area of production as defined
by the Administrator are exempt from
both the minimum-wage provisions and
the maximum hour provisions of the law.
The worker so employed gets neither the
minimum wage required by the law nor
overtime on work above 40 hours a week,
for which the present law allows exira
payment, if there is statutory exemption
of such labor. That is the bill which
first came to the Senate.

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

My, PEFPER. In a moment. The ef-
fect of what the committee did would
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have been to bring about 336,000 workers
within the coverage of the law with re-
spect to the minimum wage, and it was
estimated by the committee that about
125,000 of those workers were not at the
present time receiving 75 cents an hour.
So the legal effect of the amendment
would have been to bring about 336,000
of those workers under the coverage
of the law, but only with respect to the
minimum wage. They would have re-
ceived no benefit whatever from the over-
time provisions of the law. All those
workers would have been immune. They
would not have been allowed to receive
any of the overtime benefits of the law.
About 125,000 of those 336,000 workers,
it was estimated, would have had their
wages increased. That is the bill which
the committee originally brought to the
Senate.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. PEPPER. I yield to the Senator
from Louisiana.

Mr. ELLENDER. At this point will
the distinguished Senator classify for us
what wage earners will be included in
the approximately 300,000 who would
have been affected if the amendment
proposed by the committee had been
adopted by the Senate.

Mr. PEPPER. Generally they would
have been those engaged in the han-
dling, storing, packing, or processing of
focd and kindred products, such as
butter, cheese, condensed and evap-
orated milk, ice cream, canned, pre-
served, and frozen fruits and vegetables.
Those activities would be under the
heading of manufacturing generally.
Then, persons in the wholesale trade,
such as cotton wholesaling, including
country buying, dairy products, cream
stations, and country buying, fruit and
vegetable country buying, fruit and
vegetable packing; grain country buying,
and elevators; tobacco auction ware-
houses, and country buying; poultry and
eggs, country buying; livestock, farm
products, cold storage, cotton ginning
and processing, and a certain number of
miscellaneous activities, would have had
the benefit of the minimum-wage pro-
vision but not the benefit of the overtime
provisions of the law, had the commit-
tee hill stood.

Mr. ELLENDER. Does the present
law exclude them?

Mr. PEPPER. It excludes them from
both the minimum-wage and overtime
provisions.

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. PEPPER. 1 yield.

Mr. EASTLAND, Mr. President, that
statement is certainly erroneous with re-
spect to cotton gins and compresses
which are within the area of production
as defined by the Administrator. Those
facilities in towns of 2,500 people are not
defined as within the area of production,

Mr. PEPPER. 1Ii is frue, as the Sena-
tor says, that from the very beginning
it has been most difficult for the wage
and hour Administrator to define the
area of production. It was originally
intended that the area of production
meant generally the part of a neighbor-
hoed in which production occurrsd; but
when he undertook to define it as a
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legal matter, the Administrator ran into
all sorts of difficulties, for example, as
to what should be the size of the town,
what should be the distance a commodity
would be transported, and so forth.
What I am saying is that that has been
the law since 1938. We thought we
could make some progress in extending
the minimum wage to those workers.
Frankly, we did not feel that they were
getting what they were entitled to re-
ceive. However, as I started to say, at
the commitiee meeting this morning the
committee determined to retract from
that provision in the pending bill the
language which would have extended
minimum-wage coverage to those who
are now within the area of production
as defined by the Administrator in the
handling and processing of the com-
modities which we have described.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. PEPPER. I yield.

Mr. ELLENDER. Does the Senator’s
proposal leave the law exactly as it is now
written?

Mr. PEPPER. It does. Whatever
complaint there is on the part of the
Senator from Mississippi relates to the
law as it has been in effect since 1938.
We are not changing it. What I now
propose to do, Mr. President, is to offer
a committee amendment which would
eliminate the provision in the pending
bill which would have made a change
in the present law.

Mr. ELLENDER, Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. PEPPER. I yield.

Mr. ELLENDER. Besfore doing that,
will the Senator tell us whether the com-
miitee toock into consideration the fact
that the area of production should be
defined by the Secretary of Agriculture
or some other person, rather than by the
Administrator?

Mr. PEPPER. Ithank the Senator for
asking that question. The committee
did take that into consideration. The
matter was also taken into considera-
tion in the House of Representatives.
There is a letter in the Recorp to the
chairman of the House Commitee on La-
bor and Public Welfare, from the Secre-
tary of Agriculture, pointing out why he
does not think it proper to vest in him
that jurisdiction and that duty. There
is also a letter to the same effect to the
Senate committee, from the Secretary of
Agriculture. I have a copy of the letter
which was written to the chairman of
the House Committee on Labor and Pub-
lic Welfare. I do not have the letter
which is coming to the Senate committee
from the Secretary of Agriculture, which
is substantially the same as this letter,
except that I understand it contains an
additional paragraph stating why he
should not have this jurisdiction. The
letter which I have reads as follows:

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT
OF AGRICULTURE,
Washington, June I7, 1949.
Hon. JoEN LESINSKI,
Chairman, Committee on Education
and Labor, House of Representalives,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Mg, LEsivskI: I understand that it is
proposed in a bill to amend the Fair Labor
Standards Act (H. R. 4272), which has been
referred to the Committee on Education and
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Labor, that authorlty to define the term “area
of production” as used in certain exemptions
in that law relating to the handling and
processing of agricultural and horticultural
commodities, be given to the Secretary of
Agriculture. Because this Department would
be directly affected by such a change in the
law, and believes that there are certain dif-
ficulties inherent in such a proposal, I am
taking the liberty of making known to you
my views on the matter.

I do not think I need to set forth in de-
tail the difficulties of deflning the term ‘‘area
of production.” This Department is aware
of these difficulties, having been consulted by
the Secretary of Labor prior to the issuance
by the Administrator of the Wage and Hour
Division of the present regulations under the
Fair Labor Standards Act dealing with this
matter. The subject has been one of falrly
extensive discussion and correspondence be-
tween the Department of Labor and the Da-
partment of Agriculture. As a result of these
discussions, I am in agreement with the Ad-
ministrator that the “area of production™
concept is inherently inequitable and that
corrective action should be taken by Congress
to ellminate these inequities in the interest
of sound public policy. Your committee has
acted wisely, in my judgment, in recommend-
ing legislaticn which explicitly specifies ex-
empt activities instead of imposing upon the
Administrator the responsbility for defining a
concept which is very difiicult to define satis-
factorily.

If, however, the Congress should decide to
retain the “area of production" concept in
the Fair Labor Standards Act, I am con-
vinced that the proposal to transfer the prob-
lem of defining the term to the Szcretary of
Agriculture would not alleviate the present
difficulties, For these difficulties revolve
around inequities inherent in the very use
of the term itself, since employees who are
doing precisely the same things are exempt if
they do them in the “area of production” but
not exempt if they do them somewhere else.
Furthermore, such action would create new
uncertainties and problems since authority
in the administration of the Fair Labor
Standards Act with respect to such employees
would be divided between two agencles. Con-
flicts of interpretation would be very likely
to develop, such as experience has shown to
be common when two agencies share juris-
diction over the same field. At the very least,
such divided jurisdiction would add to the
expenses of administration and would slow
up the processes of advising individuals as to
their status under the act. Accordingly, I
would not favor any such transfer of au-
thority with respect to the definition of “area
of production” as is proposed in H. R. 4272.

Sincerely,
CHARLES F, BRANNAN,
Secretary.

Before I yield to the able Senator from
Mississippi, let me say that the whole
theory upon which the committee brings
this bill to the Senate at the present
time, stripped, as it is, almost to the very
bone and relieved of almost all contro-
versies, is in the hope that we may get
this bill through this session of the Con-
gress, There are many Senators and
many citizens who want to extend cov-
erage, who want to amend exemptions
so that they will be less restrictive than
at the present time. There are undoubt-
edly inequities in the area-of-production
concept, and perhaps in other aspects of
the law, but it is a complicated, long-
drawn-out, and rather tedious process to
perfect the law in a short time. That is
the reason why we who wanted to extend
the coverage, reduce exemptions, and
raise the wage even higher, have been
willing to subordinate our feeling about
the matter to the sentiment of our col-
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leagues, and that is why we bring to the
Senate a bill unanimously supported by
the subcommittee and by the full com-
mittee, with the Senators from Ohio and
Missouri, in addition to the Senator from
New Jersey, reserving the right with re-
spect to one amendment to address
themselves to it. I do not mean that
Senators have foreclosed themselves, but
the bill we bring here comes with the
unanimous support of the subcommittee
and of the full committee.

I want to say to the senior Senator
from Mississippi that the area-of-pro-
duction mattier is a very difficult one. It
may be that it should be somewhat clari-
fied, and it may be that in the next ses-
sion of the Congress we may go into the
whole question of clarifying difficulties of
‘that character. But we are very ear-
nestly hopeful that we can get a sample
bill through this session of the Congress.

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. PEPPER. I yield to the Senator
from Mississippi.

Mr. EASTLAND. Is that provision re-
tained in the bill?

Mr. PEPPER. Yes.

Mr. EASTLAND. It was condemned
by the Secretary of Agriculture in the
letter which the Senator read.

Mr, PEPPER. That is correct. It has
been difficult of administration. It does
contain in equities affecting both sides,
no doubt inequities to the employer as
well as to the employee, and it is no doubt
a subject which should receive considera-
tion by the Congress.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. PEPPER. I yield.

Mr. STENNIS. In view of the diffi-
culties which the Senator has himself
pointed out, and which have also been
pointed out by the Secretary of Agricul-
ture, what is the argument in favor of
retaining any reference to the area of
production? On what is it based?

Mr. PEFPER. It is based on this: At
the present time there is a complete
exemption in the processing of agricul-
tural products in the area of production
because it was generally considered that
that is the neighborhood of the farm, as
it were, a sort of a community institu-
tion. If we did not have the area of
production and did not in some other way
affect the matter, there would be, per-
haps a large commercial enterprise hun-
dreds of miles away which might not be
subject to any part of the Fair Labor
Standards Aect; or, to turn it around the
other way, there might be an enterprise
a few hundred yards from where the
farmer grew his commodity, and it might
be subject to it.

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. PEPPER. Will the Senator per-
mit me to finish? It has always been
felt by the advocates of this legislation
that everyone who processes an agricul-
tural commodity, no matter how large
a processor he may be or how much of
a commercial enterprise it may be, should
be subject to the provisions of the law.

Let us consider the Campbell Soup Co.,
in Camden, N, J., having 10,000 employ-
ees. It is hard to understand why the
Campbell Soup Co. should have an ex-
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emption from the minimum-wage law
and the maximum-hour law when it is
a big commerecial manufacturing institu-
tion. On the other hand, if there were
8 gin somewhere in a community where
cotton was grown, and it was more or
less of a community enterprise, it was felt
that it should not be subject to the Fair
Labor Standards Act.

Mr. EASTLAND, Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. PEPPER. I yield to the senior
Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. EASTLAND. As g matter of fact,
today, are not such gins, in a locality
where cotton is grown within a few hun-
dred yards of the gin, subject to the law?

Mr, PEPPER. I believe the size of the
town in which the gin is located is one
of the criteria. But of course that is an
administrative regulation, due, no doubt,
to the fact that it is generally assumed
that not very much cotton is grown right
around a large city. It is generally sup-
posed that the area of production is out
in the country, in rural sections, that
the community institutions are serving
them, and that they ought not to be con-
sidered as industrial operations. I be-
lieve, as the Secretary of Agriculture
says, that there are inequities both ways.
On the other hand, we may deny the
workers the right to get a minimum wage
and overtime pay in the Campbell Soup
Co., althought it is a 10,000-employee in-
stitution.

Mr, STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Florida yield?

Mr. PEPPER. I yield to the junior
Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. STENNIS. Does the committee
make any recommendation with respect
to coping with this problem?

Mr. PEFPER. The committee has not
done so, except that it was our general
idea that we might at the next session of
the Congress take up the question of cov-
erage and go more thoroughly info it.
I can say as a member of the committee
and a member of the subcommittee—and
I am chairman of the subcommitiee
handling the subject now bhefore the Sen-
ate—that we shall be very glad to consid-
er anything the able Senators from Mis-
sissippi and other Senators may wish to
submit on that subject.

- Mr. STENNIS. The Senator is dissat-
isfied, is he not, with the present situa-
tion, but does not have any immediate
remedy?

Mr. PEPPER. That is correct; we do
not at the present time have an immedi-
ate remedy.

My attention has been called to the
fact that the letter addressed to Hon.
ELBERT D, THOMAS, chairman of the Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare of
the Senate, has now arrived, and I have
it in my hand. I believe it is substantial-
ly identical with the letter to Hon. JOBN
LEsinskr of the House Committee on
Labor, with the exception of the para-
graphs at the end of the letter, which
read as follows:

In addition to the considerations set forth
above, I should also like to point out that
the proposal is inconsistent with one of the
basic principles defined by the Hoover Com-
miesion on the Organization of the Executive
Branch of the Government, namely: That the
agenclcs and Iunctions of the Government
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should be grouped according to major pur-
poses. It would be inconsistent with the
principles of sound administration for the
Department of Agriculture to have functions
under a labor statute, Just as it would be in-
consistent for the Department of Labor to
have functions under statutes relating to
agriculture.

Accordingly I do not favor any such trans-
fer of authority with respect to the defi-
nition of “area of production” as is proposed
in H. R. 5856.

This letter is dated August 29, 1949,
and is from the Secretary of Agriculture.
I offer the letter for the REcorbp.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, THYE
in the chair), Is there objection?

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
Washington, August 29, 1949.
Hon. ErvserT D. THOMAS,
Chairman, Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

DearR SENATOR THOMAS: My attention has
been called to the provisions of H. R. 5856,
the bill to amend the Fair Labor Standards
Act which has been passed by the House of
Representatives, which provides that the
authority to define the term “area of pro-
duction,’” as used in certain exemptions re-
lating to the handling and processing of ag-
ricultural and horticultural commodities,
would be vested in the Secretary of Agricul-
ture. Because this Department would be
directly affected by such a change in the law,
and believes that there are certain difficul-
ties inherent in such a proposal, I am taking
the liberty of making known to you my views
on the matter,

I do not think I need to set forth in detail
the difficulties of defining the term “area of
production.” This Department is aware of
these difficulties, having been consulted by
the Secretary of Labor prior to the issuance
by the Administrator of the Wage and Hour
Division of the present regulations under the
Fair Labor Standards Act dealing with this
matter, The subject has been one of {airly
extensive discussion and correspondence be-
tween the Department of Labor and the De-
partment of Agriculture. As a result of these
discussions, I am In agreement with the
Administrator that the “area of production”
concept is inherently inequitable and that
corrective action should be taken by Congress
to eliminate these inequities in the inter-
est of sound public policy.

If, however, the Congress should decide to
retain the "area of production” concept in
the Falr Labor Standards Act, I am con-
vinced that the proposal to transfer the
problem of defining the term to the Se-
retary of Agriculture would not alleviate the
present difficulties. For these difficulties re-
volve around inequities inherent in the very
use of the term itself, since employees who
are doing precisely the same things are
exempt if they do them in the “area of pro-
duction”™ but not exempt if they do them
somewhere else. Furthermore, such action
would create new uncertainties and prob-
lems since authority in the administration
of the Falr Labor Standards Act with respect
to such employees would be divided between
two agencles. Conflicts of Interpretation
would be very likely to develop, such as ex-
perience has shown to be common when two
agencies share jurisdiction over the same
field. At the very least, such divided jurls-
diction would add to the expenses of admin-
istration and would slow up the processes
of advising Individuals as to their status
under the act.

In addition to the conslderations set forth
above, I should also like to point out that
the proposal is inconsistent with one of the



12438

basic principles defined by the Hoover Com-
mission on the Organization of the Execu-
tive Branch of the Government, namely: that
the agencles and functions of the Govern-
ment should be grouped sccording to major
purpeses. It would be inconsistent with
principles of sound administration for the
Department of Agriculture to have functions
under a labor statute, just as it would be
inconsistent for the Department of Labor to
have functions under statutes relating to
agriculture.

Accordingly, I do not favor any such
transfer of authority with respect to the defi-
nition of “area of production™ as is proposed
in H. R. 5856.

Sincerely,
CHARLES F, BRANNAN, Secretary.

Mr. EASTLAND., Mr. President, will
the Senator from Florida yield?

Mr. PEPPER. I yield to the senior
Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. EASTLAND. I understand that
the Senator thinks small community en-
terprises, such as cotton gins, which gin
cotton in the community where the cot-
ton is grown, should be exempted from
the provisions of the act?

Mr. PEPPER. That has been the gen-
eral theory upon which the act has pro-
ceeded. I do not care to commit my-
self unequivocally on what we might
agree to in the future, but I have always
felt that the size of the institution, the
number of employees, and perhaps the
volume of business done, might well have
something to do with the question. Gen-
erally speaking, a small community in-
stitution has been outside the scope of
coverage. If we could work out some
way by which we would exempt the small
community institution, and extend cov-
erage to those institutions which are
larger in character and industrial in na-
ture, I should be very much pleased.

Mr. EASTLAND. The question I de-
sired to ask the Senator was this: For
the same reason, does not the Senator
think that a small peckerwood sawmill in
the country, which works only a few men,
should be exempted?

Mr. PEPPER. That raises a difficulty.
If, as we shall be able to show later, we
should exempt the small sawmill, it would
remove from coverage several hundred
thousand employees now getting the
benefits of the act. The sawmills are
still in existence. I think it will be gen-
erally agreed that the impact of this
legislation is no more severe than the im-
pact of the original minimum-wage law
in 1938. Many of the operators thought
they would have to go out of business,
and some have said so vociferously.
Some said so to me in a campaign 1 was
waging at that time. But I was gratified
to have many of these gentlemen come
around later and tell me that they were
mistaken in the fears they entertained
about the impact of the legislation upon
their sawmills.

Mr. EASTLAND. Does not the Sena-
tor think that a small peckerwood mill,
where the operator works his brother-in-
law, his brother, his boy, his cousin, and
perhaps his uncle, in the community,
should be exempt?

Mr. PEPPER. Idonot. Iregretvery
much that I cannot go along with my dis-
tinguished friend in that respect. I
think one of them is different in nature,
as a manufacturing enterprise, generally,
from an enterprise making commodities
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to be shipped through the channels of
commerce. I think such an enterprise is
generally different in character from the
small gin, although I say even the small
gin does present a problem. I am ad-
vised that about 135,000 workers now
covered would have the coverage re-
moved if the amendment with respect to
the small sawmills were agreed to. But
that will come along at a later time.

Mr, President, I am authorized on be-
half of the committee to offer an amend-
ment the legal effect of which is to re-
store the law to just what it is now under
the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938,
with respect to the handling, storing, and
processing of agricultural commeodities
within the area of production. That is
the legal effect of it, in appropriate lan-
guage. I offer the amendment as a
committee amendment for the consider-
ation of the Senate.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. PEPPER, I yield for a question.

Mr. STENNIS. I should like to ask
the Senator a question with respect to
the “area of production” matter we have
been discussing. The adoption of the
amendment the Senator now offers, on
the general subject of processing plants,
would not preclude an amendment from
the floor on the matter of area of pro-
duction; would it?

Mr. PEPPER. It would not. Itisnot
intended that floor amendments should
be precluded. We are now in the period
of committee amendments, and I am
offering the amendment as a committee
amendment.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I under-
stand that if this amendment is adopted
it will restore the complete exemption of
cotton gins.

Mr. PEPPER. Just as they were.

Mr. TAFT. And country elevators?

Mr. PEPPER. That is correct.

Mr. EASTLAND. May I ask the Sen-
ator from Ohio a question?

Mr. PEPPER. Let me say, first, that
there are two amendments now offered
that are primarily affected by the amend-
ment I am presenting. One is the
amendment offered by the junior Sen-
ator from Mississippi and the Senators
associated with him. Another is the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Maryland [Mr. O'Conor] which would
do just exactly what the amendment I
offer proposes, namely, restore the law
to what it was in the 1938 act with re-
spect to area of production. Then there
was an amendment by the Senator from
Towa [Mr. GurerTelwhich I think was
intended to restrict the language of the
bill which the committee has presently
presented to the Senate.

Mr, TAFT. How about the amend-
ment of the Senator from Nebraska?

Mr. PEPPER. The Senator from Ne-
braska [Mr. BuUTLER] presented an
amendment with respect to grain eleva-
tors. I conferred with him this morn-
ing about the action of the committee,
and I understand the Senator is satisfied
with the committee amendment, so that
meets his question, He did not like the
language of Senate bill 653 with respect
to grain elevators.

I now feel that with the exception of
the matter suggested by the Senators
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from Mississippi, and the matter of the
definition of “area of production” given
by the Secretary of Agriculture, the com-
mittee takes care of the amendments I
have described. So, Mr. President, I do
not know of any opposition to the
amendment proposed by the bill to the
present law. We are simply keeping the
law in its present form,

If there is no objection, I will now
offer as a committee amendment the
amendment to which I have referred.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The LEecistaTivE CLERK. On page 40,
beginning with line 13, it is proposed to
strike out down through “(11)” in line
16 and insert “by striking out the period
at the end thereof and inserting a semi-
colon and the following: ‘or (12)'.”

On page 40, beginning with line 23,
strike out through line 6 on page 41.

On page 41, lines 7 and 16, strike out
“(e}" and “(d)” and insert in lieu
thereof “(b)” and “(c)”, respectively.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection——

Mr. ELLENDER. Just a moment. I
understooed there would not be any votes
on any amendments this afternoon.

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr, President, I ask
that there be no action taken on any
amendments this afternoon.

Mr. PEPPER. Let the amendments
remain then as the pending amend-
ments,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendments will remain as the pending
amendments. Without objection, the
amendments will be considered and acted
on en bloe.

Mr. PEPPER. I send to the desk, so
it may be printed and lie on the table
for consideration, another amendment,
which I ask to have stated.

The FRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 41,
after line 17, it is proposed to insert the
following:

Bection 13 of such act 1s amended by add-

ing at the end thereof the following new
subsection:

“(e) The provisions of sections 6, 7, and 12
shall not apply with respect to any employee

engaged in the delivery of newspapers to
the consumer.”

Mr. PEPPER. I see the Senator from
Ohio is on his feet, The amendment was
proposed by him this morning in the
committee. It has to do with the ex-
exemption of newshoys. If the Senator
from Ohio cares to explain it now, I
should like to have him do so.

Mr, TAFT. The amendment makes it
perfectly clear that the boys engaged in
the delivery of newspapers to the home
and the consumers are exempt. I think
Senators know various people whose sons
are engaged in that business today.

Mr, ELLENDER. The Senator means
if they have a contract direct with the
newspaper company?

Mr., TAFT. No; any boy delivering
newspapers to the home. I believe such
boys are exempt already. I believe they
are exempt because of the fact that such
work is not in interstate commerce, I
think they are exempt because of the
fact that they are usually independent
contractors. But we have added some
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additional restrictions on child labor,
The newspapers were particularly con-
cerned lest that restriction might in some
way affect the newsboys. So they have
asked that it be made perfectly clear,
without any doubt whatever, that boys
who are concerned solely in delivering
newspapers to the consumers shall not
be covered by any of the provisions of
the act. Ithink there was general agree-
ment in the committee and elsewhere on
that question, and I see no reason why
the amendment should not be adopted.

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. PEFPER. I yield.

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I think it
ought to be pointed out that the whole
theory of child-labor legislation was to
stop the exploitation of children. Every-
one knows that the ordinary newsboy is
not exploited labor in any sense at all.

Mr. PEPPER. I thank the able
chairman of the committee for that
statement.

I ask that the amendment be printed
and lie on the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be printed and will lie on
the table.

Mr. PEPPER. Another committee
amendment, Mr, President, is in response
to an amendment offered by the able
Senators from Colorado [Mr. JOHNSON
and Mr. Mmiikinl, to the effect that
employees “in connection with the opera-
tion or maintenance of ditches, canals,
reservoirs, or waterways, not owned or
operated for profit, and which are used
exclusively for supplying and storing of
water for agricultural purposes,” shall be
regarded as agricultural in character.

Mr. ELLENDER. Why does the com-
mittee limit it to those not operated for
profit?

Mr. PEPPER. That was the amend-
ment offered by the Senators from Colo-
rado. It was felt that it was proper to
restrict it primarily to nonprofit opera-
tions that were substantially so much in
aid of agriculture as to be agriculture in
character.

Mr. ELLENDER. I may say to the
Senator from Florida that we have quite
a few such operations in Louisiana which
would not come under the amendment
as it is now proposed. While they oper-
ate for profit to some extent; yet they are
owned by the farmers themselves. I
cannot for the life of me see any differ-
ence between such operations and those
provided for in the amendment.

Mr, PEPPER. If if is a cooperative,
I would not say it is operating for profit.

Mr. ELLENDER. I would not say they
are exactly cooperatives, but they are
owned by a few of the farmers within the
districts, and they serve other farmers
at the same time. I wonder if the Sen-
ator would eliminate the word..s ‘or oper-
ated for profit.”

Mr. PEPPER. The committee has not
authorized the Senator from Florida to
act except upon the amendment offered
by the Senators from Colorado, and this
is the amendment the Senators from
Colorado have offered. But the Senator
can well understand that there might be
quite a difference between a cooperative
enterprise in aid of agriculture and a
profit-making enterprise in aid of agri-
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culture. It can readily be understood
that a private utility might be furnishing
electric power and light to agriculture,
and yet we would not exempt the em-
ployees engaged in that activity, al-
though they were contributing very di-
rectly to agriculture. If we get away
from the idea of the cooperative it can
be seen how difficult it is to draw the line
between those who should be included
and those who should not be included.

Mr. President, I am informed that in
the House of Representatives, where it
was proposed that those engage in such
activities for profit should be exempt, an
amendment to that effect was voted down
in the House of Representatives.

I offer the amendment as a commlttee
amendment and ask that it be printed
and lie on the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER., Without
objection it is so ordered.

Mr. PEPPER. The committee has au-
thorized me to submit one additional
amendment. The effect of the amend-
ment would be to allow the Secretary of
Labor to issue certificates to employers
employing messengers primarily engaged,
although not necessarily exclusively en-
gaged, in the delivery of messages, per-
mitting such employers, in the cases
found to be proper by the Secretary of
Labor, to pay such employees a less wage
than the minimum wage fixed by the law;
in other words, the wages are a sort of
learner’s or apprentice's wages. That is
primarily for the benefit of companies
engaged in the delivery of messages.
That is a committee amendment, and I
send it to the desk and ask that it be
printed and lie on the table. The amend-
ment is as follows:

On page 41, after line 17, insert the fol-
lowing:

“Bectlon 14 of such act is amended by strik-
lng out in clause (1) the words ‘and of mes-
sengers employed exclusively in delivering
letters and messages,’ and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘and of minor messengers under 18
years of age employed primarily in delivering
letters and messages.’”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be printed and will lie
on the table.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I won-
der if the Senator would be good enough
now to summarize for us, in the light of
the amendment he has sent to the desk,
how the exceptions now provided for in
the law will be affected by the pending
measure if all the amendments submitted
to it shall be adopted?

Mr. PEPPER. I thank the Senator for
the inquiry. I shall be glad to do it
First we raise the minimum wage from
40 to 75 cents an hour.

Second. In the respect I enumerated
3, while ago, which I shall be glad to re-
peat, if necessary, we tighten the provi-
sions relating to child labor.

Mr. ELLENDER. What I had in mind
was the exemptions particularly.

Mr. PEPPER. Third. We authorize
the Wage and Hour Administrator to
supervise the settlement of wage disputes,
or in the cases I mentioned, to bring
suits at the instance of employees upon
the conditions set forth in the law, name-
ly, the waiver of the employee's right to
sue for himself thereafter and to collect
either the wages “ue or a penalty there-
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on, or the cost of the suit, including at-
torney’s fees.

We exempt the small Western Union
offices, that is, what might be called con-
tract offices, not operated on the premises
of the Western Union but generally in a
store or shop somewhere on a contractual
basis between the operator and the com-
pany, where the total volume of business
done is less than $500 a month.

Fourth. We permit the Secretary of
Labor to give a certificate to the em-
ployer in such cases permitting an em-
ployer to pay less than the minimum wage
to workers under 18 years of age engaged
primarily in the delivery of messages.

In effect, we reversed the decision of
the United States Supreme Court holding
that workers engaged upon reclamation
and Irrigation projects were subject to
the coverage of the present law, by pro-
viding that if the employer is an associa-
tion not for profit and the employees are
engaged in this work, it shall be treated
by the act as agricultural, and the em-~
ployees shall not be entitled to the mini-
mum wage or overtime provisions of the
law,

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield? '

Mr. PEPPER. 1 yield.

Mr. ELLENDER. Did the Supreme
Court make any distinction as to whether
they were operated for profit or not?

Mr. PEPPER. I think the case ac-
tually decided by the Supreme Court was
a nonprofit case. I am not entirely cer=
tain, but that is my recollection.

Agricultural exemption provided in sec-
tlon 13 (a) (6) of the act does not extend to
employees of mutual ditch company engaged
in supplying water to its farmer stockholders
since employees are not engaged in agricul-
tural production, although their work is nec-
essary for such production.

It is my understanding that it was a
mutual company and not one for profit.

Then we specifically provide that
newsboys shall not be subject to the
coverage of the law. I believe that is a
pretty fair summary of what the bill
would do if enacted into law as the com-
mittee recommends it to the Senate.

Mr. ELLENDER. Then, as I under-
stand the distinguished Senator, the
committee has broadened the exemptions
rather than further restrict them.

Mr. PEPFPER. Generally speaking,
that is so.

Mr, ELLENDER. Are all the exemp-
tions now provided for in the law re-
tained?

Mr. PEPPER. All exemptions now
provided in the law are retained. What
we have attempted to do is to try to
raise the minimum wage and leave the
controversial questions with respect to
extended coverage and reduced exemp-
tions to subsequent action by the Con-
ETess.,

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr, President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr, PEPPER. I yield.

Mr. THOMAS of Utan. Plus the
reference to child labor,

Mr. PEPPER. Yes. Imentioned that
earlier in my statement.

Mr. ELLENDER. I was discussing ex-
emptions and no other part of the bill.

Mr. PEPPER. We are pleased with
the fact that we think the committee has
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recommended some salutary improve-
ments in the provisions of the present
law, and in that sense there is a little
extension of coverage. It gives more
children protection than otherwise; but
on the whole we have leaned backward
trying to accommedate ourselves to the
sentiment of our colleagues, so that we
can get a bill through this session of the
Congress. Senators know that this bill
will no doubt go to conference, and we
shall have there the duty of reconciling
our differences with the House of Repre-
sentatives. We started with the idea
that we would get a bill to which the
Senate would agree, just as we got a
hill to which the committee unanimously
agreed and reported to the Senate in the
hope that we could get something done
in this session of Congress toward rais-
ing minimum wages.

Mr. ELLENDER. At whose instance
was the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare called together this morning?

Mr. PEPPER. It was called by the dis-
tinguished chairman. I suggested it, be-
cause I was chairman of the subcommit-
tee. Before the discussion of the bill
should proceed, it was my suggestion to
the distinguished chairman that it
would be well for our committee to get
together again and consider all the
amendments submitted by our colleagues.
To the best of our information and
belief, we considered this morning every
amendment which had been offered by
any of our colleagues in the Senate.

Mr. ELLENDER. Am I to understand
that all Senators who offered amend-
ments to the pending bill were notified of
the meeting?

Mr. PEPPER. No; there was no notifi-
cation beforehand. I have mentioned to
Senators whom I saw afterward that we
tried to accommodate ourselves to their
amendments, but there was no hearing.
We did not invite other Senators to be
present, It was simply a committee dis-
cussion of the amendments which we
were informed were pending in the
Senate.

Mr. ELLENDER. And to which the
committee gave its sanction.

Mr. PEPPER. To most of which we
gave the sanction of the committee.

Mr, President, let me add a few words
in justifieation of the principal purpose
of the bill. The principal purpose of the
bill is the increase in the minimum wage.
In 1938 the rate provided only $832 a year
for fuil-time employees, but the lowest
emergency budget figure established by
the WPA study was $928.

The Committee on Education and La-
bor acknowledged in 1938 that the 40-
cent rate “does not give a sufficient wage
to maintain what we would like to re-
gard as the minimum American stand-
ard of living.” Since 1938 per capita in-
come payments more than doubled—
from $539 to $1,410 in 1948. Income of
employees has tripled, from $44,700,000,-
000 to $140,300,000,000 in 1948, Farm in-
come has gquadrupled, from $4,400,000,-
000 to $18,400,000,000 in 1948. Income
of unincorporated business and profes-
sional enterprises more than quadrupled,
from $6,100,000,000 in 1938 to $24,900,-
000,000 in 1948. Corporate profits be-
fore taxes increased more than 10 times,
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from $6,100,000,000 in 1938 to $24,900,-
000,000 in 1948. That was before taxes.
Corporate profits after taxes increased
more than nine times between the pas-
sage of the Fair Labor Standards Act of
1938 and the year immediately past,
1948. Average hourly earnings of man-
ufacturing employees have more than
doubled, from 64 cents an hour to $1.37
an hour in July 1949. In those areas
where the lowest wages prevail, the
southeast and southwest regions, the
percenfage increase in per capita income
has been substantially greater than the
increase for the country as a whole,

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. PEPPER. 1 yield.

Mr. ELLENDER. I invite the Sena-
tor's attention to the fact that should
this bill be enacted it would raise the
minimum 87'% percent, from the present
minimum of 40 cents. That is a greater
sum, percentagewise, than what the Sen-
ator is reciting.

Mr. PEPPER. It is only the legal level
which is being raised. We have figures,
brought out at the hearings, to show
that about half the wages which will be
increased by this bill are already 65 cents
an hour or above, and only about half
of the one and a quarter million, say,
who will be benefited by this law make
less than 65 cents an hour at the present
time. In other words, instead of raising
the real wages from 40 cents an hour
abruptly to 75 cents an hour, which
would probably be too abrupt an in-
crease, what we are actually doing is
raising real wages by law from 65 to 75
cents, from 70 to 75 cents, from 60 to
75 cents, from 55 to 75 cents, and from
50 to T5 cents; but there are very few
wages that go below 50 or 55 cents an
hour. It is the law which has lagged
behind the facts. Now we are trying
to improve the wage situation of that
segment of our citizens who, we believe,
are getting less than they should receive.
If the Senator will permit me, I have the
figures here.

In all industries, of the 22,601,000 who
are estimated to be covered by the pres-
ent Fair Labor Standards Act, it is esti-
mated that about 590,000, or 2.6 percent,
make less than 65 cents an hour, and
1,500,000, or 6.6 percent, make less than
75 cents an hour. That is for all indus-
tries. In manufacturing industries, of
the 22,601,000 covered, we estimate that
14,612,000 are engaged in manufacturing
industries, and that 430,000 of those, or
2.9 percent of all those engaged in man-
ufacturing industries, make less than 65
cents an hour, and only 1,000,000, or 6.8
percent of those engaged in manufac-
turing industries make less than 75 cents
an hour.

In nonmanufacturing industries the
Secretary of Labor estimates that there
are 7,989,000. Of these, 160,000, or 2 per-
cent, make less than 65 cents an hour at
the present time and 500,000, or 6.3 per-
cent, make less than 75 cents an hour at
the present time.

Mr. ELLENDER. Is it not a fact that
most of the wages to which the Senator
refers have been fixed through collective
bargaining?

Mr. PEFPPER. No; that is not true.
One of the real necessities for this legis-

AUGuUST 29

lation is that so many of the people at the
bottom of the economic ladder are not
unionized and do not have the benefit of
collective bargaining. If collective bar-
gaining were applicable to all the work-
ers of the country, it might not be neces-
sary to have any legislation of this char-
acter at all; but the Senator well knows
that the people who need public help,
who need the aid of their Government,
are the people who are not united one
with another, and cannot individually
stand up adequately to protect their eco-
nomic rights. Consequently the neces-
sity for legislation previously, and even
now, in the several States in their field,
and in the case of the Federal Govern-
ment in its field.

Mr. ELLENDER. Has the committee
gone into the problem of trying to deter-
mine why it is that the wage did not
reach the maximum fixed in the law be-
fore 1943°?

Mr. PEPPER. That matter certainly
was gone into in the hearings. We heard
considerable testimony on if. One rea-
son or another was cited as being respon-
sible for that situation. But the point is
that the minimum wage did move stead-
ily upward, and did reach the 40-cents-
an-hour minimum by 1943. Of course,
that was the average.

Mr. ELLENDER. Was not it shown
that if the wage had been increased to
the full 40 cents, it would have caused
unemployment?

Mr. PEPPER. Of course, that is a
matter of opinion. If we were today
talking of raising minimum wages
abruptly from 40 cents an hour to 75
cents an hour, of course, that would be a
most abrupt change. But we are simply
talking of increasing the wage 5, 10, or 15
cents an hour, not an abrupt elevation
from 40 to 75 cents an hour,

Mr. President, all major groups have
participated in this upward movement of
the worker’s income. The cost-of-living
index has increased from 101 in 1938 to
170 as of June 1949. Forty cents will now
buy what 24 cents bought in 1938. An
increase in the minimum wage to 67 cents
an hour would be required merely to pro-
vide a real minimum wage equivalent to
40 cents in 1938, In other words, with-
out making any progress whatever in re-
spect to giving a larger share of the
products of our economy to the workers
who are not able to maintain themselves
as American families and individuals
should be maintained, if we were to do
nothing but take into account the rise
in the cost of living, we -would have to fix
the figure at 67 cents an hour. But cer-
tainly when we were setting our goal in
1938 we never thought that would be the
ultimate Congress ever would provide.

On the contrary, in my opening state-
ment at that time I stated that the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor, as it was
known in those days, stated, when it re-
ported to the Senate the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938, that the wage
fixed in that proposed statute “does not
give a wage sufficient to maintain what
we would like to regard as the minimum
American standard of living.”

My, TAFT. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. PEFFER. 1 yisld.
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Mr. TAFT. I wish to point out also
that the wages of all nmonagricultural
workers, I think, have increased approxi-
mately 110 percent since 1939, as com-
pared to the 87'% percent represented by
the difference between 40 cents and 75
cents. 8o, as a matter of fact, even with
75 cents as the minimum, agricultural
workers get a smaller share of the na-
tional income than they got under the
1939 set-up, because they are not keep-
ing up with the general rise in the stand-
ard of living.

Mr. PEPPER. 1 thank the Senator
from Ohio very much for emphasizing
that fact.

Mr. President, the total annual direct
cost of this bill to the employers of the
country would be about $325,000,000, or
about one-half of 1 percent of the total
wage bill for all covered employees of,
roughly, $60,000,000,000 for the country
as a whole. That is approximately equal
to 3 percent of the increase in wages
made voluntarily during the past cal-
endar year. In 1948 the Nation's total
wage bill was increased by $12,000,000,-
000. So we feel that the two purposes
of the 1938 act, namely, first, to give the
worker the wage he is entitled to enjoy,
and, second, to give the worker a wage
that will make it possible for him to
maintain a8 decent standard of living,
should still be the aims of the Congress
and of the country, and that, therefore,
we should raise the minimum wage under
the Fair Labor Standards Act to 75 cents
an hour.

Mr. President, In a general way, I think
that covers what the committee proposes
to the Senate.

As I have said, we have made many
concessions fo contrary points of view,
and we have reported a bill on which we
hope we can have substantial agreement,
and which we hope can be enacted at this
session of Congress.

VOTING RECORDS ON ECONOMY
PROPOSALS

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I may
say for the benefit of the majority that I
shall now read into the Recorp the rec-
ord of the majority leader and the record
of the junior Senator from Nebraska re-
garding their economy votes, which I was
foreclosed earlier today from placing in
the Recorp, when I asked recognition to
speak in favor of the motion for rescis-
sion. At that time the majority leader
objected to my citing the record. I shall
quote his statement at that point:

Mr. Lucas. I will take 30 minutes of that
time.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President——

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I pre-
fer not to yield until I conclude.

Mr. PEPPER. I wonder whether the
Senator will defer until the majority
leader has a chance to reach the floor.

Mr. WHERRY. That is why I have
just announced that I would take up this
subject matter, After I have read this
material into the Recorp, I shall be
happy to yield to any Senator. In fact,
it is very unusual for any Senator to be
denied the right by unanimous consent
to insert a statement, either in the Ap-
pendix of the ReEcorp or in the body of
the Recorp, when request for that pur-
pose is made from the floor.
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I am reading the statement made to-
day by the majority leader when he ad-
dressed the Senate in the 31 minutes al-
lowed to him on the rescission motion.
I am reading from the Recorp. I wish
to be sure that this is absolutely accu-
rate.
I read further: )

A moment ago when the distinguished
Benator from Nebraska [Mr. Waerry| asked
unanimous consent to Insert in the Recorp
my voting record, I objected to it, primarily
because of the fact that after listening to
the Senator from Nebraska last night on the
radio, and knowing of all the mistakes he
made in that address, I was a little afraid
to trust him with my voting record at that
particular time without having an oppor-
tunity to look at it before it went Into the
REcorD, I shall have more to say about that
subject before the day is over.

That is taken from the record of the
remarks of the Senator from Illinois be-
fore the Senate today.

Mr. President, that procedure forces
me to give to the Senate the speech I
made over the radio. I had intended to
ask unanimous consent to have it placed
in the Recorp. I suppose some Senators
would rather not have to listen to it.
Inasmuch as the Senator from Illinois
objected to my placing in the Recorp his
voting record, which I had prepared from
the Recorp relative to his votes on econ-
omy measures and questions, I suppose
I should not ask unanimous consent to
insert this radio speech in the REcorp
because of the errors the Senator from
Illinois alleges I made in the speech. So
here is my radio speech:

My fellow Americans, some of you, no
doubt, are amazed that I appear on the Drew
Pearson program, for we are as far apart as
the poles on many public questions.

Certainly therd™18§ 1o mistake about
that.

I read further:

Time and again thls Washington corre-
spondent has attacked me on this program
and in his column—

And I suppose he will do it next week
when he returns, There is no mistake
about that.

I read further:
but I shall not use this precious time he
has so graclously given me to take off his
hide. I shall use it more profitably by pre-
senting to his radio audience my views on
domestic and foreign issues that vitally affect
every one of you.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. WHERRY. 1 prefer not to yield
until I have concluded these remarks.
Then I shall be glad to yield to any
Senator who wishes me to yield.

Mr. ELLENDER. I was wondering
how the Senator from Nebraska got the
invitation.

Mr. WHERRY. I shall be glad to an-
swer that question when I conclude this
speech. It was unusual and I shall an-
swer that question when I have concluded
my remarks.

I read further:

Your freedoms, your jobs, your plants, your
mines, your factories, mills, and farms, your
lifetime savings, are all at stake because the
Eighty-first Congress is drifting like a ship
without a rudder. It is being buffeted by
the administration lobbylsts and pressure
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groups, all demanding their pay-off—all
reaching for the Public Treasury.

Mutiny has broken out among the Demo-
crat crew. The President first lashes them,
then he purges them, then he abuses them,
then he invites them back to the fold.

Certainly there is no mistake about
that.

I read further:

What can you expect when the pilot of
the ship of state s so confused and con-
founded?

So the big question in Washington today
1s: When will Congress ever adjourn? The
answer is: No one knows—not even Drew
Pearson.

t’h(l‘terta.lnly there is no mistake about
at.

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield? :

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
StENNIS in the chair). The Senator from
Nebraska prefers not to yield until he has
concluded.

Mr. WHERRY. 1 further said:

Last Sunday on this program, the Senate
majority leader said the session might last
until Thanksgiving; 8 days later he told
the Senate it might run until Christmas; and
in response to a question I asked him last
Wednesday the majority leader sald he had
no program, he had decided to let nature
take its course.

The Senator from Illinois has said I
am inaccurate. I cite the CONGRESSIONAL
REcorD, page 12141, which shows there
was quite a discourse. At the very end
of the observations made by the majority
leader, he said:
and that we must let nature take its course

in the Senate, and that 1s what I expect to
do from now on until we finish the session,

That observation is not in error. On
a nearby page of the RECORD, page 12143,
there appears the following collogquy:

Mr. WHaERRY, Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield?

Mr. LucAs. I yield to the Senator from
Nebraska.

Mr. WaerrY, May I ask the distinguished
majority leader this question: Does the Sen-
atﬂr have any adjournment date in mind at
al

Mr. Lucas. I have no adjournment date
in mind whatever.

Mr. WHERRY. Between now and January 1?

Mr. Lucas. I have not. I did say the
other night when speaking on the radio, that
Congress might get away from here by
Thanksgiving.

Mr. WHERRY. So we can plan on Thanks-
giving as the date?

Mr. Lucas. No.

Certainly there is no mistake about
that. At the end of that three hours
of colloquy which was engaged in by
the majority leader, the minority lead-
er, the Senator from Indiana [Mr. CapE-
HART] and several other Senafors—I
think we all remember it—the Senator
from Illinois made an observation, in
response to which I rose to address the
Chair. I shall read a part of the col-
loquy which ensued:

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, would the dis-
tingulshed majority leader be willing to
ask unanimous consent that it be the sense
of the Benate that we authorize the ma-
Jority leader and the minority leader of the
Senate to consult with the majority and
minority leaders of the House with the idea
of at least working toward a goal for ad-
Jjournment and submitting a program to
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both the Senate and the House to carry out
the objectives?

Mr. Lucas. After the appropriation bills
are out of the way, if we can ever get them
out of the way, I will sit down with the
Senator and discuss the subject. I should
like to take that proposal up with our own
policy committee

I hope the Senator feels that I am serious
in connection with the subject of adjourn-
ment. If night sesslons are the answer, as
proposed by the Senator from Indiana, we
shall have night sessions.

Mr. WHERRY. Would the Senator from Il-
linois object if I made that unanimous
request?

Mr. Lucas. I would not want it proposed
now.

Mr. WaErrY, Would the Senator object
if I made the request?

Mr, Lucas. After all, only a few Members
are present.

Mr. Haypew. Mr. President, I will object,
because I want to get on with the Interior
Department appropriation bill.

Mr. WaErRrY. Would the Senator from Il-
linois object if I were to make the request?
I should like very much to cooperate.

Mr, President, that profier of a unani-
mous-consent request on my part stands
today. I should like very much indeed
to cooperate. I should like, if it is pos-
sible, to have a proposal of this kind go
to the House. They have recessed until
September 21. I should like to go to
the House in company with the distin-
guished majority leader and try to work
out an arrangement to serve as a goal
concerning an adjournment date for the
first session of the Eighty-first Congress,
and also to bring back to Members of the
Senate a program which might be con-
sidered during the time between now
and such adjournment date. But cer-
tainly the observations I made were
taken accurately from the Recorp, which
is self-explanatory. They are not in-
accurate; they are true:

For 8 months, one of the longest continu-
ous sessions of Congress in history, the record
of the Eighty-first Congress is failure.

That may be debatable. But I say to
Senators, examine the RECORD.

The President blames it on a Republican
filibuster—

He admits it; he says it is a Republican
filibuster which is blocking his pro-
gram—
but a compilation by the Library of Con-
Bress—

I did not make it. I tried to insert

these records in the CONGRESSIONAL REC-
orD the other day. I asked the majority
leader whether he would yield, but he
would not yield at that time, so I placed
them before the American people. They
are now in this speech. This informa-
tion is from the Library of Congress. I
did not assemble the figures but—
a compilation by the Library of Congress
shows that fronr January 8 to August 15, the
Republican Senators used 1,563 pages of
the CoNGRESSIONAL REcorp While the Demo-
crats used 1,612 pages.

Now, Mr, President, who is filibustering?

Mr. EERR. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER., Does the
Senator from Nebraska yield to the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma?

Mr. WHERRY, Not at this time.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator declines to yield.
Mr. WHERRY. I continue:

This Congress can adjourn within 30 days.

Perhaps that is an erroneous state-
ment. I think it can. I think we should
get together and adjourn in 30 days, if
we really tried to do so, and I have offered
to do that. In fact, I voted for the resolu-
tion to adjourn September 30, and to
work out with the House before then, if
it recessed, a program of adjournment.

The longer it stays in session the more of
your money it will spend.

There can be no doubt about that.

Congress should pass only absolutely neces-
sary legislation, then order a 10 percent cut
in appropriations and go home.

That is not bad advice. Of course, it
probably will not be taken, but it is good
advice, and I think the American peoble
would like to see it done. Iread the next
part of the speech:

The American people have not received all
those rosy things the President and his left-

wing campaigners promised last November.
Instead they have gotten—

Perhaps the Senator quarrels with the
adjectives used, but I want to say the
word “turbulent” was used by the new
chairman of the Democratic National
Committee, in his acceptance speech, in
which he said the Democratic Party was
a turbulent party. I used the equivalent
of his word. I got it from that speech, in
which the adjective “turbulent” ap-
peared. To anyone who thinks that is
not correct, I say, go back and ask him
about it, He used the word, so I have
used something like it. I take no pride
of authorship. He said “turbulent.” I
said: 5

Instead they have gotten a warring, quar-
reling, snarling Democratic majority in Con-
gress. The majority leadership is in the
hands of the President's lieutenants, and
they cannot escape their responsibility by
blaming others.

They are simply prolonging this session of
Congress to squeeze through some part of the
President’s soclalistic welfare state that was
promised the pressure groups who helped
elect him,

Unkept promises made by the administra-
tion to pressure groups, are only a part of the
bill of particulars.

Trials of Communist spies who have run
through our Government like water through
a sleve are becoming commonplace.

One of the achievements of the Drew
Pearson program has been the exposure
of 5-percenters.

“Five percenter” has become a byword.
On the part of some it is a vehicle for jokes
and jests.

There is no doubt of that.

But for others it is a mark of loss of con-
fidence and deep humiliation, It is a brand
that will stick to this administration. It
cannot be erased. And when morality flies
out the window in the offices of government,
good government goes with it.

The first thing Members of Congress will
learn when they go home is that the people
are sick and tired of the Eighty-first Congress
and the weakness of this administration. So,
in keeping with the style of the program, I
now make & prediction.

A Republican Congress will be elected in
1950 to stop this multibillion glive-away
show, the biggest give-away show on earth.
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The Truman administration has presented
measures that would threaten the solvency
of our Government, destroy competitive en-
terprise, and carry the United States deeper
into the swamps of soclalism.

The President has submitted requests un-
der the label of social welfare, costing over
a period of 50 years, $1,250,000,000,000. -

That much money in silver dollars would

. make seven stacks reaching to the moon, with

enocugh left over to pay off the present na-
tional debt of over a quarter trillion dollars.

If anyone wishes to differ with those
figures, let me say that they were com-
piled by the Baltimore Sun. I have
called attention to them dczens of times,
and no one has ever questioned them,

Fantastic? ¥Yes, but it is true.

You businessmen, you working men and
women, and you housewives, who do most of
the buying for your families, all of you
know that such a program would bankrupt
the country. And yet, those recommenda-

" tions have been officially made to your Con-

gress by the President of the United States.

He had Congressman SPENCE introduce a
bill to give him, the President, one man,
absolute power to build and operate any kind
of factory cr mill he chooses; think of it, in
competition with free enterprise and free
labor.

If anyone doubts that observation, let
him get the bill, read it, and analyze it.

That is the big stick, the club the Presi-
dent asks for, to be held over the owners of
industry and the working men and women.
To the businessmen, “Comply with my orders
or I will put the Government in direct com-
petition with you.” And to the working men
and women, “I'll tell you when and where
you can work.”

And there are administration bills to give
him, the President, one man, absolute power
to put ceilings over prices and wages, and
floors under prices and wages; bills for free
education, free medicine, free hospitals, free
everything, a life of ease and abundance
without work. He, the President, promises
the Government will take care of us from
the cradle to the grave.

But you know these things are not free.
They have to be paid for out of direct taxes
and the cost of living. These proposals of
free bread and circuses were taken from the
decadent days of the Roman Empire. They
did not work then, and they will not work
now.

Mr. President, I should like to digress
long enough to call attention to Germany
and Italy, two nations who went clear to
the left,.and which are now frying to
work their way back toward the right.
That is a good example for us in connec-
tion with the suggestion of furnishing
money for a continuation of Socialist
government in Europe.

And the worst of all of the socialistic
schemes is the so-called Brannan farm plan.
It is an economic monstrosity, a brazen at-
tempt to buy the farmers' votes and their
liberty of free enterprise, out of the Public
Treasury; and, at the same time, buy the
votes of urban citizens, by subsidizing their
food bills out of the Public Treasury.

It may be that that is a mistake. But
I asked the distinguished Senator from
Illinois if he agreed with the Brannan
farm plan, and he did not answer, Per-
haps I have gone too far in my impres-
sion of how much socialism is involved
therein. But read the original bill, not
the amended bill, or bills introduced here
and there, or modified ones—read the
original Brannan farm bill. It provides
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for complete control of the farmers of
the United States.

The solution of farm surpluses ls utiliza-
tion, not destruction.

I think America must come to that
sooner or later, for whether we are Re-
publicans or Democrats, a way must be
found whereby every surplus farm prod-
uct can be utilized so that there may
come from each farm product a source
of revenue and a profit for those who
produce.

Grain and other starchy commodities when
coverted to alcohol and used as a blend
with gasoline, 1aake a premium grade of
motor fuel that can be sold competitively.

Mr, President, I got that statement
from the Department of Agriculture. I
am told that alcohol as an injector fur-
nishes a kind of gasoline of-higher octane
than is produced even by tetra-lead. I
know it is being used across the water.
In automobiles, airplanes, and in other
varieties of gasoline motors alcohol can
be used competitively. I am quite satis-
fied that after the evidence is examined
by those who now would like to mix it
with a low-grade motor fuel, it will be
found that it can be done competitively.
With the price of corn at §1 a bushel,
500,000,000 bushels of corn made into
alcohol and so used would rid us of our
surplus of agricultural production and
we would not have to worry about sup-
port prices, Brannan plans, Aiken plans,
or any other plans. The problem would
solve itself, and once again the farmer
would be on a free competitive enterprise
buasis.

And there are many other opportunities
for utillzation of farm surpluses. But until
full utilization of crops is carried forward
our farmers are entitled to the protection of
the present 90 percent parity law. National
prosperity depends upon a prosperous agri-
culture.

The Truman administration, in foreign
affairs, is guided by the same alien ideology
it seeks to impose upon our own people—
& policy in which aid and comfort have been
given to the Russian-directed Communist
Army in conquering China, and a policy
which supports Socialist governments in Eu-
rope. Both are of the same cloth; both wind
up in dictatorship.

Since the end of the war, you taxpayers
have poured $32,000,000,000 in cash and
goods into Europe. But the Economic Co-
operation Administration has fafled to solve
the basic economic problems for which it was
established. Elimination of trade barriers
and establishment of free convertibility of
currencies by ECA countries have not been
accomplished. These are their domestic prob-
lems and failure to solve them defeats the
very purposes of ECA.

Certainly there can be no question
about that statement. I questioned Ad-
ministrator Hoffman about it, and he said
he agreed that the purpose of ECA would
have to be accomplished, namely, the
elimination of trade barriers and the es-
tablishment of convertibility of curren-
cies, or he doubted whether it could con-
tinue successfully after 1952,

And, now, on the eve of the British-Cana-
dian-American conference on more aid to
Great Britain, it should be understood by
all participants, including our own, that there
must be no more bypassing of Congress, and
no more commitments bartering away pro-
tections for American industry, agriculture,
and labor.
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Until we have full utilization of farm
crops in this country our farmers are en-
titled to the protection of the present 90-
percent parity law. I am one who has
to get a part of his living from a farm,
and I agree that national prosperity de-
pends upon a prosperous agriculture.

With ECA falling to accomplish its pur=-
pose, demands are now made for an appropri-
ation of $1,500,000,000 for military establish-
ments in North Atlantic Treaty countries.
This aid is sought even though the Security
Council provided for in the treaty has not
yet even been created.

We were told that the North Atlantic
Treaty would be implemented by arms,
and the arms would come under a pro-
gram recommended by the Security
Council.

Before the United States embarks upon
piecemeal scattering of arms and armaments
among treaty countries, Congress should have
the recommendations of the SBecurity Coun-
cil. Unless reasonable time is given the
Council after its formation, we will get fig-
ures that have been hatched by the Btate
Departiment and planted with the Council,
in a frantic eflort to manufacture propa~-
ganda, in support of an immediate billion.
and-a-half arms appropriation for Europe.

Mr. President, that is sound. If we are
to take the action recommended by the
proponents of the North Atlantic Treaty,
we must pin our faith to the recommen-
dations of the Security Council, Until
those recommendations are made, and
made in good faith, and presented to the
different committees—certainly they
should be referred to the Appropriations
Committee—there can be no justification
of appropriations. We should not act
to save face, or because of moral commit-
ments, or anything else, until we have the
recommendations of the Security Coun=-
cil in behalf of the appropriations.

Fellow Americans, there can be no lasting
peace in the world until the sins of Teheran,
¥alta, and Potsdam are washed away; until
there s reestablished a forthright foreign
policy dedicated to preservation of a free
America in a free world of free men.

There can be no lasting prosperity, happl-
ness and security for our own people under
the threat of the Truman Democrats to de-
stroy our historic way of life through soclal-
ism, spendthrift government, and unbearable
taxes.

One or the other will be destroyed. There
is no room for compromise. America can-
not survive half slave and half free.

We Republicans accept President Tru-
man's challenge to take his philosophy of
bigger and bigger Government—

We have the largest peacetime appro-
priations ever known in the history of the
American Government, and if Congress
remains here much longer, they will be
much larger than they are. I repeat:

We Republican’'s accept President Tru-
man's challenge to take his philosophy of
bigger and bigger CGovernment and more
and more socialism to the people in the con-
gressional campaigns already under way,

I sald “we,” and I hope I was express-
ing the thoughts of all Republicans.

We shall defend and champion the prin-
ciples of our Republic, those principles upon
which Ameriea has become great and strong,
and the bulwark of liberty—supremely con-
fident of the declsions of the people.

For the American people are peace-loving,
tolerant of the rights of others, and deter-
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mined to make representative republican
government work under the guidance of Al-
mighty God,

Mr, President, that is the end of the
speech. 1 appeal to those who heard it
to say with me that it is the truth, that
our republican form of government,
representative government, is on trial;
that America is at the crossroads, and
we must not continue to go further and
cross over the line into socialism, but
must preserve the freedoms our people
have had for over 160 years, and which
I hope they can enjoy for generations
to come.

Mr. LUCAS, Mr. President——

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I am
not through.

Mr. LUCAS. I am sorry. I thought
the Senator had concluded.

Mr. WHERRY. I shall be glad to yield
when I have concluded my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Szn-
ator from Nebraska declines to yield.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr, President, the rea-
son I made that speech was that the Sen-
ate majority leader said that he objected
to the record I am about to read into the
ConcreEssIONAL REcCORD relative to his
votes on the appropriations. He said at
the beginning of his remarks that I had
made mistakes, implying at least that my
statements were inaccurate. Ileave that
decision to the American people when
they read that speech.

Getting down now to the subject mat-
ter at hand, which is the record of the
majority leader, I want to read the state-
ment he made., I am reading it from the
Wall Street Journal of August 27, 1949,
I shall read every word of it. The Sena-
tor from Oklahoma [Mr. THoMAS] was
trying to get credit for cutting appropri-
ation figures in the Appropriations Com=-
mittee; the President wanted all the
credit at the White House, and Secretary
Johnson wanted some of the credit to go
to the Pentagon. Then along comes the
majority leader and makes a statement.
I read from the Wall Street Journal:

Meanwhile Senate Majority Leader Scorr
Luceas, of Illinois, put out another gtatement
boasting about the budget cuts the Senate
has voted with his blessing.

““The budget cuts the Senate has voted
with his blessing.” Perhaps I cannot
understand the English language, but
that certainly covers the water front,
That is the whole book. That covers
every vote the Senator has cast, whether
in favor of a committee amendment or
against a committee amendment. I read
that again:

Meanwhile Senate Majority Leader Scorr
Lucas, of Illinois, put out another statement
boasting about the budget cuts the Senate
has voted with his blessing. Mr. Lucas esti-
mated the Senate has already pared
$800,000,000 from the budget for fiscal 1940~
50 and he predicted—

Senators will notice that he predicts,
too, as I also have made predictions on
the Drew Pearson program. This is what
he said:

“We can reasonably expect a final total re-
duction of approximately $1,800,000,000."

“As majority leader,” the Illinois lawmaker
stated— 1
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That particular language is not in
quotation marks,
*T have advocated every reductlon in Federal
expenditures recommended in reports of the
Benate Committee on Appropriations.”

I want Senators to note that.

*I have advocated every reduction in Fed-
eral expenditures recommended in reports of
the Benate Committee on Appropriations.
I am fully aware that the people of Illinois,
as well as the people from every State in the
Union, are seeking reductions in the cost of
government.”

This statement seemed to put Senator
Lucas somewhat at odds with his White
House Chieftain. In his midyear economic
report to the Congress last month, the Presi-
dent warned lawmakers agalnst cutting
funds for essential Government fuctions,
He claimed the huge volume of spending by
Federal and local governments is itself an
element of great stability in the national
economy.

Mr, President, I called attention to
that statement when I made my re-
marks in behalf of the rescission motion.
I said, “What about the record of the ma=-
jority leader?”

Let me read again:

*“As majority leader,” the Illinols lawmak-
er stated, “I have advocated every reduction
in Federal expenditures recommended in re-
ports of the Senate Committee on Appropria-
tions."

We have just passed the Interior De-
partment appropriation bill. That is
something fresh in our minds. The com-
mittee amendments on Southwestern
Power were four in number.

. The first was to reduce by $2,383,885
funds for electric power to be available
until expended.

The second was to reduce by $195,000
funds available in the current fiscal year.

Another was to reduce by $2,742,095
the amount of obligations authorized.

The next was to set up continuing fund
for power transmission facilities in the
Southwestern Power Administration.

Those four committee amendments
were voted on en bloec. That amendment
comes within the bracket of the observa-
tions made by the majority leader. How
did he vote? There were 38 yeas and
45 nays, and the Senator from Illinois
is recorded as voting “nay.”

I now take up the vote on foreign aid.
I shall speak of the vote on the commit-
tee amendment. I was a member of that
committee. The committee amendment
proposed a cut-back of $74,000,000 in the
$1,074,000,000 for the last quarter of the
fiscal year 1949. That amendment was
rejected. It was a committee amend-
ment and was rejected. The vote was
yeas 37, nays 41. The Senator from Illi-
nois is recorded as voting in the negative.

So there are two instances that come
within the bracket of the last observation
made by the Senator from Illinois.

I am scanning through the various
measures which have been acted upon,
and the votes cast upon them. I come
now to State, Justice, and Judiciary,
1950. The Flanders amendment to in-
crease the Voice of America funds $3,-
656,100 over the amount recommended
by the committee, was presented on the
floor. The vote on that amendment was
33 yeas and 45 nays. The Senator from
Illinois voted “aye.”

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

Now let us go back to the first ob-
servation made by the Senator from Illi-
nois in his release:

Meanwhile, Senate majority leader Bcorr
Lucas of Illinois put out another statement
boasting about the budget cuts the Senate
has voted with his blessing.

Well, here they are, I wanted to in-
sert these matters in the Recorp, but the
majority leader refused to have the mat-
ters inserted, so I will have to read them.
The statement I have in my hand gives
many votes by the Senator from Illinois
on various measures. I cannot let the
statement I have just read from the re-
lease put out by the Senator from Illi-
nois go by unchallenged. To let that lan-
guage stand unchallenged would mean
that there is no question that the Sen-
ator from Illinois has been in support of
all proposed reductions. That is the way
I would interpret the language, and I
believe anyone who understands the
English language cannot interpret it in
any other way.

I could give more examples, but I am
simply glancing through the list to give
a few. I think those I have cited give a
pretty good idea about what the major-
ity leader’s record is respecting economy.,

I now refer to ECA extension. The
Wherry amendment to cut the authori-
zation by 15 percent would have meant
a reduction of $814,500,000. The vote
on that amendment was had on April
1. It was rejected 14 yeas, 68 nays. The
majority leader voted “nay.”

The second amendment on ECA ex-
tension was the Taft-Russell amendment
to reduce the authorization by 10 per-
cent, a reduction of $543,000,000. That
was voted on on April 1. It was rejected
23 yeas, 54 nays, and the Senator from
Illinois voted “nay.”

On the first deficiency appropriation,
1949, the Bridges amendment to strike
out funds for a new steam plant was
voted on on April 13. It was rejected, 30
yeas, b5 nays, the Senator from Illinois
voting “nay.”

Mr. President, that is one amendment
on which I voted to increase an appro-
priation. It is the only vote I have cast
for increasing an appropriation which
Senators can find in the books. I did so
because the law authorized the steam
plant. For us to sabotage the authoriza-
tion by not appropriating the money
seemed to me to go directly in contradic-
tion to the will of Congress.

The Senator from Illinois turns around
and does not seem to agree with me.

I have another case to cite. That is
the ECA measure. No one worked any
harder than I did to block the authori-
zation of ECA, and that is exactly what I
would have done respecting the steam
plant if that plant had come up for au-
thorization. I have taken the position
since I have been in Congress that once
an authorization is made, it is simply a
question of justification for appropria-
tions. Ihave done my level best to main-
tain that position in the two votes re-
lating to such mattiers.

The Labor-Federal Security appropri-
ation, 1950. There were amendments
voted on on April 27 and 28. The first
was for an increase of funds for cancer
research, The second was for increase
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of funds for mental health. The third
was the Bridges-Ferguson amendment to
suspend the rule and direct the Secre-
tary of Labor to reduce expenditures by
5 percent. The fourth was the Taft mo-
tion to recommit with instructions to
reduce by 5 percent.

I wish to say for the benefli of the
majority leader that he did not vote on
any of these amendments. I do not say
that every Member of the Senate can
always be present to vote. I am not
criticizing him, although I feel that the
people back home want us fo vote on
these issues. I have taken the position
since I have been in the Senate that I
should be present to vote. On one or two
occasions I have been officially excused,
once in connection with the investiga-
tion of the atrocities in the political
camps in Germany, and once when I re-
turned to Nebraska in connection with
the Kearney Air Base, and probably one
or two other times. Aside from those
occasions, I have been present in the
Senate and have voted these questions
up or down. If I had known about it, I
would never have consented to a pair
when I was across the water. Ithink the
people want to know how we stand on
every issue that comes up in the Senate.
I do not say that I have been right, but I
pray God that I was right. I am trying
to do my level best to give the kind of
representation that I think is becoming
a United States Senator.

Take the Green motion to reconsider
the vote on recommittal of the bill which
I just mentioned. The vote was 43 yeas
and 41 nays. The Senator from Illinois
voted ‘“yea.”

On the Ferguson substitute motion to
the Taft motion to recommit the bill
with instructions to cut 5 percent after
all commitiee amendments were adopted,
the motion was rejected. The vote was
41 yeas and 44 nays. The Senator from
Illinois voted “nay.”

On the Taft motion to recommit, the
second vote, the motion was rejected
by a vote of 41 yeas to 43 nays. That
was a close vote. If we had done that,
we would have done exactly what the
Secretary of Defense is doing right now
in the Department of Defense. On that
vote the Senator from Illinois voted
"nay.”

In connection with the Treasury-Post
Office bill for 1950, the Ferguson-Bridges
motion to suspend the rule so as to per-
mit a 5-percent reduction, on May 11,
the vote was 37 yeas and 45 nays. The
Senator from Illinois voted “nay.” The
motion was rejected.

On the Knowland amendment limiting
to 95 percent the funds to be expended,
on May 11, the amendment was re-
jected by a vote of 33 yeas and 45 nays,
The Senator from Illinois voted ‘“nay.”

On the Bridges motion to recommit
the 5-percent reduction, May 11, the mo-
tion was rejected by a vote of 38 yeas
and 44 nays. The Senator from Illinois
voted “nay.”

On the Long amendment to increase
school-lunch funds, which was rejected,
the vote was 14 yeas and 60 nays. On
that vote the Senator from Illinois voted
‘lnay'"

On the Bridges-Ferguson amendment
to suspend the rule in connection with g
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B-percent reduction, on May 19, the
amendment was rejected by a vote of
32 yeas and 52 nays. The Senator from
Illinois voted “nay.”

On the Bridges-Ferguson motion to
recommit, in connection with a proposed
5-percent reduction, on May 19, the mo-
tion was rejected by a vote of 32 yeas
and 50 nays. The Senator from Illinois
voted “nay.”

On the Butler motion to lay on the
table the Douglas substitute motion pro-
viding for a 40-percent reduction in civil-
functions appropriations, on May 20, the
motion was agreed to by a vote of 59
yeas and 15 nays. The Senator from
Illinois voted “nay” on that motion. Of
course, everyone knows that a 40-percent
reduction in civil-functions appropria-
tions would practically destroy much of
the construction programs under that
particular bill. I voted against the re-
duction of 40 percent, but I did support
a 10-percent reduction in the civil-func-
tions appropriations. I thought that
was just. I thought we could make that
kind of a cut and continue most of the
construction.

On the Bridges-Ferguson motion to
recommit the civil-funections bill, in con-
nection with a proposed 10-percent re-
duction, on May 20, the motion was
rejected by a vote of 29 yeas and 48 nays.
The Senator from Illinois voted “nay.”

On the Wherry motion fo recommit,
in connection with a 5-percent reduction,
I tried to get at least half of the 10-per-
cent reduction. On May 20 that motion
was rejected by a vote of 33 yeas and 44
The Senator from Illinois voted
"nay.”

On the Ferguson motion to reconsider
the vote by which the amendment of the
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. THoMAs]
was agreed to, in connection with a proj-
ect costing $10,460,000, on May 20 the
motion was rejected by a vote of 36 yeas
and 39 nays. The Senator from Illinois
voted “nay.”

I have already mentioned the State-
Justice Deparitment appropriations.

In connection with the legislative
branch appropriations, on the Bridges
amendment to appropriate $9,000,000 for
the new Senate Office Building, on June
15, the vote was 29 yeas and 52 nays.
The Senator from Illinois voted “nay.”

I have already mentioned foreign aid
and the proposed cut-back of $74,000,000.

The committee amendment to increase
the amount under “Bureau of the Budget,
salaries and expenses” from $2,983,050
to $3,314,500 was agreed to on July 27 by
a vote of 51 yeas and 33 nays. The Sen-
ator from Illinois voted “yea.”

On the committee amendment to in-
crease the amount under “Council of
Economic Advisers, salaries and ex-
penses,” from $300,000 to $340,000, on
July 27, the Senator from Illinois voted
“yea.” The vote was 40 yeas and 39 nays.

On the committee amendment to in-
crease the amount under “Civil Service
Commission, salaries and eXpenses”
from $14,000,000 to $16,250,000, on July
27, the amendment was rejected by a
vote of 38 yeas and 41 nays. The Sena-
‘tor from Illinois voted “yea.”

On the Gillette-Malone motion to re-
consider the vote by which the committee
amendment was rejected, the motion was
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agreed to on August 2 by a vote of 46 yeas
and 44 nays. The Senator from Illinois
voted “yea.”

On the second vote on this commit-
tee amendment, on August 2, it was
agreed to by a vote of 51 yeas and 40 nays.
The Senator from Illinois voted “yea.”

On the committee amendment to in-
crease the amount under “Federal Com-
munications Commission—Salaries and
expenses,” from $6,525,000 to $6,333,000,
on July 27, the amendment was agreed
to by a vote of 40 yeas and 39 nays. The
Senator from Ilinois voted “yea.”

On the committee amendment to in-
crease the amount under “Public Build-
ings Administration—Salaries and ex-
penses in the District of Columbia” from
$31,140,000 to $32,750,000 on July 28 the
amendment was rejected by a vote of 41
yeas and 46 nays. The Senator from Illi-
nois voted “yea.”

On the committee amendment to in-
crease the amount under “Public Build-
ings Administretion—Salaries and ex-
penses, public buildings in the District
of Columbia” on July 28 the amend-
ment was rejected by a vote of 39 yeas
and 48 nays. The Senator from Illinois
voted “yea.”

On the committee amendment to in-
crease the amount under “Public Build-
ings Administration—Salaries and ex-
penses outside of the District of Colum-
bia” from $23,968.800 to $24,968.,800, on
July 28 the amendment was rejected by
a vote of 38 yeas and 49 nays. The Sena-
tor from Illinois voted “yea.”

On the committee amendment to in-
crease the amount under “Public Roads
Administration—Federal aid to postwar
highways”, from $225,000,000 to $241,-
509,000, on July 28, the amendment was
agreed to by a vote of 61 yeas and 20 nays.
The Senator from Illinois voted “yea.”

On the Bridges amendment to the
committee amendment under “Office of
Housing Expediter—Salaries and ex-
penses,” the Senator from New Hamp-
shire [Mr. Brinces] sought to reduce the
committee figure of $24,075,000 to $21,-
667,500. On July 29 the amendment was
agreed to by a vote of 45 yeas and 42
nays. The Senator from Iliinois voted
ﬁna\y‘ﬂ

On the committee amendment to in-
crease the amount under “Interstate
Commerce Commission—General Ex-
penses,” from $9,321,000 to $9,621,000, on
July 29 the amendment was agreed to
by a vote of 45 yeas and 40 nays. The
Senator from Illinois voted “yea.”

On the Willlams amendment to reduce
the committee figure under “United
States Maritime Commission—Salaries
and expenses” from $63,064,424¢ to
$59,901,703, on August 1, the amendment
was rejected by a vote of 30 yeas and 56
The Senator from Illinois voted
unay'u

On the committee amendment to in-
crease the amount under “United States
Maritime Commission—Salaries and ex-
penses” from $62,380,424 to $63,054,424,
on August 1, the amendment was agreed
to by a vote of 45 yeas and 43 nays. The
Senator from Illinois voted “yea.”

On the Saltonstall amendment to in-
crease the amount allowed by the com-
mittee under “United States Maritime
Commission—Maritime {raining,” on
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August 1, the amendment was agreed to
by a vote of 33 yeas and 31 nays. The
Senator from Illinois voted “nay.”

On the Ives motion to lay on the table
the Saltonstall motion to reconsider the
vote by which the previous amendment,
regarding maritime training, was agreed
to, on August 1, the motion was agreed
to by a vote of 35 yeas and 30 nays. The
Senator from Illinois voted “nay.”

I have already referred to the Interior
Department bill,

Mr. President, the record speaks for
itself. I have cited one or two votes with
respect to which the majority leader
should be given credit; but I have men-
tioned the record as I found it, relative
to his votes, in support of the statement
I made, that some people talk economy,
but they do not vote economy. If there
have been any erroneous statements
made, certainly the Recorp shows the
answer to the second part of his state-
ment. The ReEcorp, with the exception
of possibly three or four votes, shows
where the Senator from Illinois stands
with regard to the appropriations which
we attempted to reduce on the floor of
the Senate. The REcorp stands.

Mr. President, I also attempted to get
into the REcorD a few remarks and statis-
tics relative to the junior Senator from
Minnesota [Mr. HumpHREY]. He was
present a moment ago. I had hoped that
he would remain in the Chamber. I
shall not say anything unfair about him,
but I should like to have him present,
I announced when I started what my
purpose would be.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is advised that the junior Senator
from Minnesota is on his way back to
the Chamber.

Mr. WHERRY. I hope so.

First, I stated that he had supported
a great many legislative authorizations
which I thought would increase the ap-
propriations, if authorized, in the neigh-
borhood of $30,000,000,000. I may be
in error about the $30,000,000,000. We

. can hardly tell when we project some of

these schemes just how much they will
cost the people of the United States.
However, my experience is that once a
thing is authorized it never grows
smaller. It always grows larger. Once
a bureau in created, in my opinion there
is no chance ever to abolish it. The rec-
ord is pretty clear in that respect.

Let us examine the Recorp to see what
legislation the junior Senator from Min-
nesota has infroduced, sponsored, or
spoken in behalf of. He has given his
blessing to a number of bills. I am not
quarreling with the merits of the bills,
Every Senator has a perfect right, ac-
cording to his own fundamental belief,
to introduce any bill he cares to intro-
duce.

Senate bill 110, providing for the
Labor Extension Service, is estimated
to involve an increase of $2,500,000 for
Federal aid for adult education. The
program is to run for 10 years. I think
it would involve an expense of $115,-
000,000.

Senate bill 522, the Local Public Health
Units Act of 1949, involves an estimated
cost of $15,000,000.

In connection with Senate bill 653, the
minimum wage bill, I think there is no
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increase in cost, although I am not cer-
tain as to that.

With regard to Senate bill 831, social-
security extension to State employees,
no estimate is available. No one can tell
what that program might cost. Again
let me say that I am not arguing the
merits of these bills. I am not for this
particular bill, even with all the merits
which the Senator has advanced.

With regard to Senate bill 881, price
support for milk, no cost estimatle is
available,

In connection with Senate bill 10686,
aid to the physically handicapped, no
estimate is available. The President's
Commission got $75,000 this year.

Next comes the Missouri Valley Au-
thority bill, Serate bill 1160. I have
heard the cost of that bill estimated as
low as $6,000,000,000. I have heard oth-
ers put a figure on it as high as $9,000,-
000,000. I do not know what the cost
would be. It is represented that it
would be paid back to the United States
Government.

Mr. President, I have been in the Sen-
ate for T years. I have been a member
of the Appropriations Committee. I
should like to ask now how much money
has ever been paid back from TVA to the
Public Treasury. I am not gquarreling
with TVA, which has been authorized by
Congress. But I ask the question. My
opinion is that once the Missouri Valley
Authority is authorized our experience
with that will be similar to our experience
with TVA. Once the bureaus get the
money in their hands, with the absolute
authority they have, we will not even get
an accounting. I tried to get an ac-
counting through the Comptroller Gen-
eral’s Office. Because of the authority
of the TVA, if is pretty difficult to get an
accounting of any kind.

With regard to Senate bill 1404, the
antilynching bill, I am with the Senator
on that bill, strongly. I believe in it.
There is no cost involved in connection
with that bill. If there is any cost, it
will be nominal.

In connection with Senate bil' 1453,
education of professional health per-
sonnel, the estimated cost is $30,000,000.

There is the bill for aid to schools with
war-incurred enrollments. I do not
know how much the cost of that program
will be, no matter how worthy its cause;
but it is estimated to cost many million
dollars.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, if
the Senator will permit me to interrupt,
let me say that as the bill was passed by
the Senate last Saturday, its cost is to be
$67.260,000.

Mr. WHERRY. Very well; I accept
the amendment—that the cost will be
$67,260,000.

Then there is the Indian tribal funds
bill. We have no cost estimate for that.
I know it is difficult to arrive at a cost
estimate.

Then there is the Columbia Valley Ad-
ministration bill. I do not know what
the cost of that will be; but a conserva-
tive estimate shows that the cost will run
not less than $6,000,000,000, and my judg-
ment is that it will take much more. I
have listened to pages and pages of testi-
mony in the Appropriations Committee
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about these Authorities; and from the
hearings we get some idea not only of
how exhaustive and exiensive such Au-
thorities are in regard to the authority
they want, but also in regard to the
money they handle,

Then there is the aid-to-education bill
for 1950, plus 5 years more. I do not
know what the cost of that will be. I
think the cost for the first year was esti-
mated to be $300,000,000, but I have seen
estimates all the way up to $3,000,000,000
for the 5-year period. I am not saying
that figure is correct, but it is an esti-
mate. Of course, it is difficult to estimate
the total cost.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, WHERRY. I yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I was not privi-
leged to be a cosponsor of that legisla-
tion. I protested that I was not privi-
leged to be a cosponsor. But I am glad
to state that I am in favor of it, and I
want the folks in Minnesota to know
that I wanted to be a cosponsor of that
legislation. Even if it should cost a
billion dollars, I would favor it.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, at least
I have enabled my colleague, the Sen-
ator from Minnesota, to bring that to
the attention of the people of Minnesota.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes, and I appre-
ciate it.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, we
can go down the list and can cite five
or six more measures involving large
sums of money,

Here is one, the bill for aid to ele-
mentary and secondary education, cost-
ing perhaps $300,600,000.

Then here is the one of which the Sen-
ator from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY] is
also a cosponsor—I am sure that is
correct—the Economic Expansion Act of
1649, the so-called Murray bhill—in other
words, the socialized medicine bill. No
one knows what it will cost.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. WHERRY. I prefer not to yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY, I should like to say
a word on a point of clarification.

Mr. WHERRY. Very well. I yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Surely the Sena-
tor from Nebraska knows that the Eco-
nomic Expansion Act of 1849 is not the
socialized medicine bill. I would not
want him to confuse the two bills.

Mr. WHERRY, Iwithdraw thatstate-
ment. Perhaps I have grouped the two
of them together. The Senator from
Minnesota is in favor of the Murray-
Dingell bill.

Mr. HUMPHREY. No; I am for the
administration’s health bill .

Mr. WHERRY. Well, it is the same
thing, with a new name. If we take
both of them together, Mr. President,
there is no living man who can predict
what their cost will be.

Once again I submit the figures of the
Baltimore Sun about al] of these social-
istic programs: that extended over a
period of 50 years, they will cost the peo-
ple of the United States $1,250,000,000,-
000—one trillion two hundred and fifty
billion dollars. No Senator has disputed
those figures, so far as I know, on the
floor of the Senate since they have been
offered.
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Mr. President, let me say in conclusion
that I also had made a request of the
distinguished junior Senator from Min-
nesota for the printing of certain ma-
terial in the REcorDp; but he objected to
the introduction of the material in my
speech, which was in support of the Mc-
Clellan resolution. That material was
on the independent offices appropriation
bill. The Senator from Minnesota came
before the Senate and endorsed the
minority views, and in his speech of en-
dorsement he said that the Congress
could save $2,000,000,000 in ECA funds,
in the funds for the arms bill, and in the
funds for the independent offices appro-
priation bill, I believe I am correct about
that; I am speaking now offhand.

Let us see what the record of the Sen-
ator from Minnesota is on the independ-
ent offices appropriation bill as it came
before the Senate, By the way, Mr.
President, he picked the one bill, of all
bills, to my way of thinking, on which it
is very difficult to make a saving. That
is the reason why I support the proposal
for having economies made in the whole
Government establishment. I think all
these agencies should do what Secretary
Johnson did. Some agencies can go
further than others in that respect; but
certainly the heads of the Government
agencies know where the least impact
on essential services will be when cuts
are made.

But the distinguished junior Senator
from Minnesota said, in effect, “Let us
take the independent offices appropria-
tion bill.” As I have said, Mr. President,
of all bills he could have chosen, that is
the one bill which seems to me to be the
most impractical for that purpose.

I should like very much to ask con-
sent to have inserted in the REcorp a
statement of the position of the Senator
from Minnesota regarding amendments
to that bill involving appropriations
amounting to millions of dollars. How-
ever, since I am afraid objection might
be made, I shall read this material into
the RECORD,

The full amount of that bill is $8,051,-
000,000. Of course, that entire amount
could be saved if a 100-percent reduc-
tion were made in the appropriations.
The fixed amounts total $5,817,000,000,
which is 72 percent of the total. The
reducible amounts total $2,234,000,000,
which is 28 percent of the total carried
in the bill. So it seems to me that of
all the bills which could have been se-
lected for the purpose of making a re-
duction in appropriations, this one would
be the most difficult. But as to the inde-
pendent offices appropriation bill, in
reference to which the Senator from
Minnesota said he would like to give the
country an example of how cuts could
he made—and I should like to give the
statement as it appears in the CONGRES-
s10NAL REcorp—we find in that bill an
amendment to increase the funds for the
Bureau of the Budget to the extent of
$331,450. That amendment was adopt-
ed on July 27, 1949,

Then there is an amendment increas-
ing by $40,000 the funds for the Council
of Economic Advisers. That amend-
ment was adepted on July 27, 1949,

The Senator from Minnesota is not re-
corded as voting on either of those items.
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I believe he was away on official busi-
ness. I do not wish in any way to dis-
parage his record, for he has been a very
faithful Member of the Senate. But he
was somewhere else.

On the amendment increasing the
funds for the Civil Service Commission
by $2,250,000, which amendment was re-
jected on July 27, 1949, the Senator from
Minnesota is not recorded as voting. All
these amendments were to the independ-
ent offices appropriation bill.

Pardon me, Mr. President, I notice that
the Senator from Minnesota was recorded
as “not voting” on all those items. It was
stated, in connection with the announce-
ment of his pair with the Senator from
New Jersey [Mr. Smrta], that the junior
Senator from Minnesota [Mr., Hum-
PHREY] would have voted “yea.”

On the amendment for increasing the
funds for the Federal Communications
Commission by $108,000, which amend-
ment was adopted on July 27, 1949, the
junior Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
HumpHREY] is recorded as not voting, but
it was announced, in connection with his
pair with the Senator from New Jersey
LMr, Smitr], that he would have voted
“yea.” So there was no decrease in ap-
propriations there.

On the amendment increasing by $16,-
509,000 the funds for Federal-aid post
war highways, which amendment was
adopted on July 28, 1949, the junior Sen-
ator from Minnesota voted “yea.”

On the amendment increasing by $1,-

000,000 funds for maintenance of public-

buildings and grounds outside the District
of Columbia, which amendment was re-
jected on July 28, 1949, the junior Senator
from Minnesota voted “yea.”

On the amendment adopted July 29,
1949, increasing by $300,000 the funds for
the Interstate Commerce Commission,
the junior Senator from Minnesota voted
“yea.”

On the amendment adopted August 1,
1949, increasing funds for the United
States Maritime Commission the junior
Senator from Minnesota voted “yea.”

On the amendment adopted August 2,
1949, increasing funds for the Civil Serv-
ice Commission by $2,250,000, the junior
Senator from Minnesota voted “yea.”

Mr. President, that is clear evidence to
me—and it is in the Recorn—that those
who now come before the Senate saying
they are willing to cut appropriations
$1,800,000,000 or $2,000,000,000 have not
been voting the will of the Senate Ap-
propriations Committee entirely, and
certainly have not gone along with the
Members of the Senate who have tried
so judiciously, if you please, to cut the
appropriations on the floor of the Senate.
I am not bragging about my own record.
It is not in question. But if anyone
wants to pick on it, I say to him, go
ahead and pick on it. To anyone who
wants to look at that record, I say, look
at it. PerhapsIam wrong. Ihave been
told at times that I am, that I ought to
agree to these things, that I ought to do
his, that, and the other; but, believe me,
Mr. President, it has been my conviction
from the very beginning that the thing
to do in the Eighty-first Congress was to
balance the budget. Perhaps it would
require more taxes, but I believe it would
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produce confidence on the part of busi-
ness. I think business has lost confi-
dence in the past 6 months. The idea of
increasing the income-tax brackets does
not mean anything unless there are good
business conditions. There must be con-
fidence on the part of the businessmen
of the country; there must be confidence
on the part of all segments of the coun-
try, if we are to raise more taxes instead
of less. We have got to do that, Mr.
President, because the expenditure budg-
et is away higher than it has ever been in
any other peacetime year in the life of
the Republic. Of course there are those
who say, “Deficit spending is justified.”
If it is justified, then, as I said this morn-
ing, why not make a real budget? Why
not make it $100,000,000,000?2 What is
the use playing with $42,000,000,000,
$45,000,000,000, or $50,000,000,000? To
me, that is the answer to that problem.

Mr. President, the time is here when
we cannot have everything. The time is
here when every Government agency
must do exactly what has been done by
the Military Establishment. If it is pos-
sible to make a cut in military expendi-
tures, it is possible to cut expenditures in
every other branch of the service, in
every other Government institution.
There can be no doubt about that. Yes,
Mr. President, there will be attacks made
against me, and this and that will be
said; but remember the ReEcorp will show
that the junior Senator from Nebraska
said, if Secretary Johnson could cut mil-
itary expenditures, as he has done, it is
possible for every other department of
the Government to cut expenditures.

Mr. President, I did not intend to take
all this time to read these things into the
body of the RECORD, regarding my dis-
tinguished colleagues, the majority leader
from Illinois and the junior Senator from
Minnesota, but they both objected to the
insertions when I offered them, when I
was limited to 12, 13, or 14 minutes in
my support of the rescission amend-
ment. I deeply appreciate the fact that
the junior Senator from Minnesota of-
fered to permit me, by unanimous con-
sent, to introduce the last record to which
I have referred. I think that is the
proper attitude, and I appreciate the
Senator's courtesy. I have spoken with
no intention of hurting or harming any-
one. But I say the record speaks for
itself. It is emblaZoned in the CONGRES-
s1oNAL Recorp. But I say my criticism
is still correct, that it is impossible to
authorize everything on earth without
paying for it. The cost of government
cannot be cut, unless appropriations are
reduced. That is what I have attempted
to do. It {5 my feeling that when we
look at the record, it has not been done
by some of those who now say, “Oh, yes,
I am for economy.” I now yield to the
Senator from North Dakota.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr, President——

Mr. WHERRY. Just a moment. The
Senator from North Dakota asked me a
moment ago if I would yield. That is
why I yielded to him. ’

Mr. LANGER. No, Mr. President, I

want the floor in my own right.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. WHERRY. 1 yield.
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Mr. ELLENDER. Will the Senator
kindly tell us how he came to get the
spotlight on the Drew Pearson program?

Mr. WHERRY. I am glad fo tell the
Senator. I had been told Drew Pearson
had four open dates on the program;
that the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tart]
had been asked to take one; that the
majority leader of the Senate, and I be-
lieve the majority leader of the House,
or someone else, had taken either one or
two of the other programs; and I was
asked whether I would like to take the
final one. At first, I may say, I felt I
should decline, because I knew I would
be asked, as a Senator asked me this
morning, “What has happened to you?
Why are you on that program?” I
thought about it a long time. That is
why, in the introductory paragraph, I
said, “Some of you will be amazed.”
They were amazed. I have been asked,
“Why did you appear on this program?”
This man has attacked me on the air, I
do not know how many times, and my
first impulse was to say, “I will simply
take the hide off of you, Drew Pearson.”
Years before I met the majority leader,
long before I knew of his great prowess,
when I was a member of the State legis-
lature, I was told by one of the smartest
Nebraska Democrats I think I have ever
known, when I read him an editorial
written by a Democratic friend of mine
in the State Jegislature, when these
things really got under my hide, “You
will never get anywhere answering ad-
verse publicity.” They hurt me then,
but one becomes accustomed to them in
the Senate. It is difficult to get good
men to accept public office because of
attacks made upon men in such posi-
tions, and it is regrettable that it is so.
I went home on one occasion and found
my daughter crying about the things a

certain editor had said about me. I said,
“Don’t worry.” I went to see this Demo-
crat, who was then governor. I had

befriended him. After he read it, he
said, “Kenneth, do not worry about it.
You did not commit murder. Your name
was correctly spelled. Believe me, get
publicity, even if it is adverse publicity.
Let them say anything they want to.”
[Laughter.]

Mr. President, I am sorry to detain
Senators. I shall be glad to answer
any questions. I merely want to say I
thought it over. I thought, “What is
the use of spending my valuable time
saying anything about Drew Pearson?
His friends would not believe it anyway,
and my friends know how I feel about
the matter.” I said to myself, “He has
one of the largest radio audiences in the
country. I am going to use it profitably.
I am going to take this golden opportu-
nity to talk to his radio audience about
the things I have mentioned this after-
noon.” I would just talk my heart out
to try to defend this great country of
ours.

Perhaps I am wrong; perhaps we are
going socialistic; perhaps some of us will
not be reelected because we do not vote
for these proposals. This is my answer
to the pressure groups. Let me say, Mr,
President, I shall finish in the Senate in
5 years. I shall tell my grandchildren—
and they will be able to say to their chil-
dren—the junior Senator from Nebraska
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never once sold his country down the
river to socialism; he always did his level
best to protect the free-enferprise sys-
tem of America. I would rather go down
to defeat than to do otherwise. Oh, yes;
the majority leader said, “You do not
very often vote with the majority, not
even on your side.” My answer is, “I
would rather go down to defeat, having
tried to save America and the free-enter-
prise system, than to vote with the ma-
jority and plunge the country into social-
ism.” That is my answer. That is why
I went on the Drew Pearson program.
Incidentally, I must have done a pretty
good job. I got under the hide of the
majority leader. I got under the hides
of a good many people. That is the
reason I read this matter in the REcCOrD,

I conclude with this humble state-
ment. In 7 years I have never made a
request on this floor to insert something
in the Recorp that was turned down
until this afterncon. I do not like to
read these things intc the REecorp any
more than Senators like to have them
read. I cannot understand why the ma-
Jority leader should have refused my re-
quest. If there was anything wrong
with the record I presented, he had a
perfect right to correct it. The objec-
tion did not do him any good. I have
offered to cooperate with the majority
leader. Time and time again I have
helped him on unanimous-consent re-
quests. Even after the collogquy the
other day, in all sincerity, I assured him
I would help if he would only ask unani-
mous consent to try to make an arrange-
ment whereby the House would agree to
a legislative program and to an adjourn-
ment date. I meant it from the bottom
of my heart, and I mean it now. I shall
be very glad to do that.

I hope the next time I present a unan-
imous-consent request to place some-
thing in the Recorp, the Senator will not
object, because after all, there is a cer-
tain fellowship here; there is a friendly
feeling. I do not have a thing in the
world against the junior Senator from
Minnesota. He knows that if he asked
a favor of me, I would certainly do my
best to grant it. I do not have anything
in the world against the majority leader,
and he knows it. If he does not know it,
I shall try to demonstrate it, if there is
anything he wants me to do that I have
not done.

Mr. President, I shall try to protect the
interests on the minority side, but I
should like to cooperate with the major-
ity, expedite the program, and vote leg-
islative measures up or down and go
home. I hope I said the right thing
when I made my speech. I hope it is not
erroneous.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, when the
Senator from Nebraska, the very dis-
tinguished minority leader, said a mo-
ment ago that a newspaperman in
Nebraska told him that regardless of
what kind of publicity one receives,
whether it be adverse or otherwise, it is
still publicity, and do not worry about it,
I knew why the Senator made the radio
speech on Drew Pearson's time last
night, in spite of his hatred for Drew
Pearson, and I know why he repeated
it on the floor of the Senate today.
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Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LUCAS. I shall not yield. Please
do not ask me to, because I want to finish
my speech.

I know why the Senator made the
same speech on the floor of the Senate
today. In all my experience in the United
States Senate, this is the first time I ever
knew of a Senator to speak on the radio
one night and then deliver the same
speech the next day on the floor of the
Senate. g

It reminds me a little of the story of
the colored lady who was keeping com-
pany with a very fine colored gentle-
man. The mother of the girl asked her
one night how she was getting along with
her beau, and the girl replied, “Pretty
well, but he sure do recommend himself
awful highly.”

The Senator from Nebraska hopes
that, as a result of his speech last night
on the radio and as the result of the
repetition of his speech today on the
floor of the Senate, someone will pick up
something as a result of what he said,
and will use it for publicity purposes.

I shall demonstrate to the Senator
from Nebraska that I had good reason
when I objected to the Senator’s request
to put quite a lot of material into the
REecorp because of an error or two which
the distinguished Senator from Nebraska
made last night on the radio.

The Senator a few moments ago made
a rather remarkable statement which I
cannot permit to pass without comment.
He said that business has lost confidence
in the country. It is the hope of the
reactionary Republicans of this country,
that business will lose confidence. But
that is not the fact. Solong as there are
60,000,000 persons employed, so long as
there are 30,000,000 farmers, with money
in the bank and bonds and securities, so
long as we have men and women in com-
munities of 4,000 people such as the one
in which I live, whose business is better
now that it ever has been at any period
in peacetime, no one can tell me that
business is losing confidence in this great
America of ours, under the free-enter-
prise system about which the Senator
talks,

Mr. President, the “socialism” argu-
ments that we hear on the floor of the
Senate are a lot of political poppycock.
When Mr. Roosevelt ran for the Presi-
dency in 1932, we heard about “inex-
perience.” In 1936 we heard from the
same people the charge of “regimenta-
tion” and “dictatorship.” In 1940 the
Republicans came along with the battle
cry of regimentation, dictatorship, third
term, and a Roosevelt dynasty. In 1944
what did we hear? Communism was the
big issue in that campaign. The Senator
from Nebraska says Communists and
spies are working all through the Gov-
ernment, as if the Government were
honeycombed from top to bottom with
Communists, when the Senator knows
that this Government today is the one
outstanding champion of democracy in
the world standing between communism
and freedom for every individual in
America and all the other democracies.

If we had followed the advice and the
philosophy of the Senator from Nebraska
in our votes on the floor of the Senate
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with respect to the foreign policy of this
Nation, communism today might very
well be triumphant in France and Italy
and perhaps England. The Senator
would not be crying about the socialistic
government of England; he might be cry-
ing about the communistic government
there, if we had followed the philosophy
of the isolationist doctrine which he has
preached ever since he has been a Mem-
ber of the United States Senate.

The Senator speaks of Truman Demo-
crats who are trying to ruin the country,
Yet the Senator from Nebraska, on this
very day, pleaded with the Senate to give
the President of the United States—that
so-called socialistic President—unbridled
power to use appropriations amounting
to billions of dollars as he should see fit.

Then he condemns the Truman Demo-
crats for being socialistic and left-wing
campaigners. I do not know to whom
the Senator was referring when he used
the expression “left-wing campaigners.”
I am one of the campaigners for Harry
Truman. I went on the hustings last
fall for him and was happy to do it.
The American people responded to the
honest, sincere, and factual campaign of
Harry Truman. But, now, whoever cam-
paigned for him, whether they were left-
wingers, right-wingers, one-wingers, or
two-wingers, are subjected to a smear
for having supported Harry Truman,
The Senator from Illinois is not in the
left-wing camp, nor in the Wallace camp.
But the Senator from Nebraska and
Henry Wallace and his group are on the
same platform, so far as the foreign pol-
icy of this Nation is concerned. I do not
say that they are on the same platform
for the same reason at all, but, neverthe-
less, they are all on the same side of the
question in their opposition to our for-
eign policy.

I happened to listen to the broadcast
made last night by the distinguished
Senator from Nebraska, I justhappened
to turn the radio on and when I turned
it on, of course, the dulcet voice of the
Senator really got to me; I had to stay
there; I just could not leave that mag-
netic appeal which he made to the Amer-
ican people. He announced that he
would express his views on a number of
subjects, and what an excellent and far-
reaching platform he made for the Re-
publicans. I listened, hoping that he
would at some point in his remarks offer
some constructive suggestions which
might be of value to us and of benefit
to America. When the Senator reached
the end of his broadcast, I felt very sad
because there was one of the leaders of
thc Republican Party speaking with an
authoritative voice on behalf of the Re-
publican minority, and yet he did not
have a single constructive idea to offer to
the American people.

There was not as single thing in his
speech but criticism. Mr. Senator from
Nebraska, many of you gentlemen in the
Republican Party have followed that old
trail ever since 1932, the coursz of de-
struction; you have damned and criti-
cised and raised hell about everything
the Democratic administrations have
done, but never have you offered the peo-
ple of America a single constructive sug-
gestion. As a result, you have lost every
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election, and you will continue to lose
until you offer a constructive program to
the American people, You cannot go on
the radio and make these trillion and
billion dollar statements, as you did last
night, and expect the people to pay any
attention to you.

Mr. President, I believe the two-party
system is essential to the growth and de-
velopment of our democracy. I believe
that vigorous competition between repre-
sentatives of the two great parties gives
health and vitality to American political

life. But how can there be the healthy

competition necessary for America when
one party has a program and the other
has none? How can we advance, when
a notable leader of one party spends his
time in raking over the ashes of the past
and hurling dust in the eyes of the
people?

He declared that the majority leader
of the Senate had informed him that the
majority leader had no program—and
he made that statement, Mr, President,
in the face of the fact that I reluctantly
took some of the Senate’s time last week
to go over, point by point, the compre-
hensive legislative program of the ma-
Jjority.

Of course the opposition would like to
have me say that we are going to get out
of here in 15 days, or 20 days. They
would like to see that happen, and then
filibuster upon a couple of bills in order
to prevent us from enacting the legisla-
tive program that was adopted in the
Democratic platform at the Philadelphia
convention last year—a program which
we propose to carry through. I say to
the Senator from Nebraska, whether he
likes it or not, we are going to try to
do it.

Mr. President, we have a great deal of
work to do, and I do not intend to ana-
lyze all of the mistakes in the radio
broadcast of the Senator from Nebraska.
But I cannot allow one of his statements
to stand uncorrected, because it involves
a splendid institution upon which we all
depend for accurate and impartial in-
formation. Irefer tothe Library of Con-
gress.

He told the American people—and I
guote from his exact words—"a compila-
tion by the Library of Congress shows
that from January 3 to August 15, the
Republican Senators used 1,363 pages of
the CoNGrESsIONAL RECOrRp while the
Democrats used 1,612 pages.” He gave
these figures to support his charge that
the Democratic majority is responsible
for the length of this session.

Mr. President, he quoted those figures
last night with all the glee of one who
had won a great victory, and he repeated
them upon the floor of the Senate to-
day in a futile attempt to convince the
American people that the Democrats in
Congress have been responsible for the
slow-down in legislative action in the
Senate which has been apparent during
all these months we have been attempt-
ing to enact a constructive program of
legislation.

These figures are the same as those
cited by the junior Senator from Mich-
igan [Mr. FErgusoN] in the debate here
in the Senate last week. The Senator
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from Michigan undoubtedly made the
figures available to his colleague from
Nebraska. The Senator from Michigan
also asserted, according to the CONGRES-
sIoNAL REcorp for August 24, 1949, pages
12147-12148, that the figures were pre-
pared by the Library of Congress.

I made inquiry of the Library of Con-
gress, Mr. President, and I learned that
the Library did not supply the figures
placed in the REcorp by the Senator
from Michigan. The distinguished mi-
nority leader, the Senator from Ne-
braska, used the same figures in his radio
speech apparenfly without checking to
make certain that the figures had come
from the Library.

He fell into the same type of error all
through his speech, taking a statement
from the Wall Street Journal, some
statement from the Baltimore Sun, some
statement from the CONGRESSIONAL
REecorp which somebody else had made,
without checking the figures himself.
And he went to the thinking people of
this country with that sort of infor-
mation.

‘When I made my inquiry, the Library
informed me that a survey was being
made on this subject of space consumed
in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD, and agreed
to give me the results when the survey
had been completed.

In a letter dated August 26, 1949, the
Assistant Director of the Legislative
Reference Service of the Library of Con-
gress, Mr. W. C. Gilbert, has given me
the computations made by the Library
staff. The figures in Mr. Gilbert’s letter
are in direct contradiction to the figures
cited by the minority leader and by the
junior Senator from Michigan.

As a matter of fact, Mr. President, the
results of the Library of Congress survey
prove beyond any doubt that the Repub-
lican Members of the Senate are largely
responsible for the delays which have
kept us in session so long this year.
When we eliminate the 3 weeks of fili-
buster, the percentage of difference is
marked and significant with respect to
which party has taken so much time here
on the floor of the Senate. The figures I
cite include all speeches which have been
made by Members of the Senate, and all
the time consumed by Democrats as well
as by Republicans.

I wish to call the attention of the Sen-
ate to these very significant figures, pre-
pared by experts of the Library of Con-
gress, Republican Senators filled 2,779
columns, or 926 pages of the REcorp, in
the period through August 15, excluding
routine matters, the Appendix and inser-
tions of statements. On the same basis,
Democratic Senators filled 2,434 columns,
or 811 pages. »

It is just the opposite of what the Sen-
ator has been telling the American peo-
ple, what he told them over the radio
last night during this big program about
which he talks, on time which was given
to him by Drew Pearson, Of course he
had a large audience.

The percentages in the Library of
Congress survey and in my own survey
were almost identical. Both studies re-
vealed that Republican Members of the
Senate occupied more than 53 percent
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of the speaking space in the REecorp.
Democratic Members took a little less
than 47 percent of the space.

Let us remember, Mr. President, that
during most of this period there were 54
Members of the majority and only 42
Members of the minority. The Repub-
lican Members averaged more than 22
pages apiece in the Recorp, judging by
the Library of Congress survey. The
Democratic Senators average 15 pages.
On the basis of individual averages, each
Republican Senator spoke nearly 50 per-
cent more than each Democratic Senator,

Mr. President, I wish to read the let-
ter I received from the Library of Con-
gress. It is very brief. It reads as
follows:

Hon. 8corr W. Lucas,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SENATOR: You asked for, and Dr,
Grifith agreed to send you, the results of
an examination of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD,
January 3 through August 15, with respect
to the speaking space taken up by the Sen-
ators of the two parties.

That was exactly the same period the
Benator from Michigan [Mr., FErRGUSON]
used in his speech when quoting these
erroneous figures and exactly the same
period used by the Senator from Ne-
braska in his radio address. The letter
continues:

Our computation was made In terms of
a half column or more, excluding Ap-
pendix and insertions in the body of the
Recorp, Original calculations have not been
rechecked, but were done carefully.

Democratic BSenators: 2,434 columns, or
811 pages. -

Republican Senators: 2,779 columns, or
926 pages.

Very truly yours,
W. C. GILBERT,
Assistant Director,
Legislative Reference Service.

Mr. President, in view of these glaring
inaccuracies, does anyone wonder why
I objected to the Senator from Nebraska
putting my voting record into the Con-
GRESSIONAL REecorp? Is it not under-
standable when one realizes that he spoke
to the American people last night using
figures which were absolutely wrong, tell-
ing them that he had the information
from the Library of Congress, which is
completely contradicted by the letter
from Dr. Gilbert of the Legislative Ref-
erence Service I have just quoted?

Mr. President, I believe that Members
on both sides of the aisle have indulged
too often in exhaustive debates, and I
have pleaded again and again for volun-
tary limitations on speeches. I have ad-
vocated a rule of relevancy, in order to
enable the Senate to conduct its business
with the efficiency desired by the Amer-
ican people. .

Just as certainly as I stand before the
Senate today, Mr. President, in order to
handle all the controversial and impor-
tant problems the American Govern-
ment must solve from this time on, in
the role of world leadership which we
acquired in World War II, the rule of
relevancy and germaneness must come
into existence in the United States Sen-
ate. Such a rule is necessary if we are
to expedite the business of the Govern-
ment in the efficient manner the people
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of the Nation expect us to handle their
affairs. It is high time we break away
from the lethargy which has been dis-
played here and from the doctrines of
the past and adopt some rules in the
Senate that will really give us an oppor-
tunity to transact some business.

I did not intend to bring up this ques-
tion of responsibility for the length of
the session, because I felt that we had
discussed it very fully last week. But
the distinguished minority leader has
made an issue of it, and he has given to
the Nation figures which are wholly in-
correct and which do not agree at all
with the figures actually obtained by the
Library of Congress survey.

Mr. President, I believe I have clearly
demonstrated that there were some
major inaccuracies in the speech made
last night by the Senator from Nebraska,.

I will leave it to his colleagues on the
other side of the aisle, to the great senior
Senator from Michigan, and the re-
nowned junior Senator from New York,
to answer the attacks of the minority
leader against the bipartisan foreign
policy which has done so much to
strengthen and promote America’s world
leadership in a time of peril.

As the whole world knows, the senior
Senator from Michigan and the junior
Senator from New York have been
among the principal architects of our
foreign policy, that far-sighted policy
which has united the free people of the
earth and halted the bloody march of
communism.

Mr, President, as far as my record on
the economy issue is concerned, I am
flattered that the Senator from Nebraska
has seen fit to spend so much time to
talk about me as he has. I must be very
careful, or I shall begin to think that I
am quite important as a result of the
time he devoted to me on a coast-to-
coast radio program last night; and
again by the way he challenged me in
the Senate today with the figures he has
placed in the RECORD,

But he is not fooling me or anyone
else, Mr. President. I know that if I am
a candidate for reelection next year those
figures will be used in Illinois. That is
perfectly all right with me. I hope the
Senator from Nebraska will come to Illi-
nois next year with those figures if I am
a candidate for reelection, and when
that time comes I will discuss them and
my record with the people of my State,
people who will understand and act on
the facts in 1950, just as they did in
1948. I am not ashamed of my record
at all. My record can stand just as it is.

I went along with the distinguished
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
miitee on the cuts that came out of that
committee with the exception of the
$74,000,000 cut the Senator from Ne-
braska mentioned. I did not go along
with the power cuts because of what was
involved in those cuts. It was not a
question of the relatively small amount
of appropriations one way or another,
What was involved was a great principle,
the question of public power of this Na-
tion. I can well understand how the
Senator from Nebraska feels after being
defeated on that issue, as he has on
practically every other issue he has raised
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in the Senate since I have been majority
leader. The question involved was pub-
lic power versus the private utilities.
Everyone knows that. The amount of
dollars spent or saved was not the issue
at all. It was not a question of economy
as some Senators would like to make it
appear to the American people. The
question involved was that of giving to
the public utilities of the Nation power
they should not have.

Mr. President, I thank the Senator
from Nebraska for his references to me
on the radio last night in his speech to
the Nation. I want to thank him for
repeating that same speech today on
the floor of the United States Senate. I
am sure the few Senators who have re-
mained here have greatly enjoyed his
speech. At least the Senator from Illi-
nois is extremely happy and contented
to know that as a result of the repetition
he will receive some publicity in Illinois
tomorrow, whether that publicity is good
or otherwise. As the Senator from Ne-
braska said, it is still publicity.

1 yield the floor.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, aft-
er the very splendid remarks made by
our great majority leader, the only pur-
pose for which I rise is to make a correc-
tion in the REcorp. This is necessary in
view of the polite but pointed remarks of
the distinguished minority leader.

Mr. Iresident, I might say that the
issue raised by the minority leader is not
exactly a new one, and I am so pleased
and so honored to know that an issue
raised in the State of Minnesota has
reached the floor of the United States
Senate. Members of the Senate will be
interested in some of the background of
this issue.

There happens to be an Old Guard Re-
publican Party newspaper in Minnesota,
still campaigning for McKinley, which
somehow or other made a compilation of
the legislative items in which the junior
Senator from Minnesota had been inter-
ested, or concerning which he had made
proposals. I should also like to say that
this newspaper wound itself up into
great knots and contortions in the most
recent election in the State of Minne-
sota, and was not even successful in de-
livering the vote of its own home town
for its own selected candidate.

This particular newspaper in the State
of Minresota made a compilation of the
items in which the junior Senator from
Minnesota had interested himself. The
compilation totaled up to, as I remember,
about $14,000,000,000. The editorial the
newspaper prepared with a very inter-
esting one, and I felt highly compli-
mented by it, since I ccme from a rela-
tively poor family, not having been born
with a silver spoon in my mouth. The
editorial was entitled “The Million Dol-
lar Baby.” That is pretty good for one
who was born in South Dakota, who was
privileged to grow up and mature some-
what in Minnesota, and then came down
finally to the rugged existence of Wash-
ington,

Some time later the junior Senator
from Minnesota noticed that he was
getting more  publicity respecting his
sponsorship of legislation., None other
than the great oracle of misinformation,
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Fulton Lewis, Jr., commented in a similar
vein on the radio. Not many pay very
much attention to what he says on the
radio, and only a few ever believe what
he has to say—but Fulton Lewis, Jr.,
not to be outdone by the great sponsor
of the McKinley administration in our
State, determined that he would raise the
figures. He finally got his fizures up to
around $23,000,000,000—and, with no
new legislation introduced.

Now the minority leader has appar-
ently been caught up in his own criticisms
of the New Deal philosophy, and has
grown exuberant in his statements. To-
day on the floor of the Senate, he said
that the junior Senator from Minnesota
is the sponsor or cosponsor of legislation
running up to $30,000,000,000. I wish
that the campaigners for McKinley in
my State, Fulton Lewis, Jr., the great
distorter of fact and fiction; and the dis-
tinguished minority leader, would all get
together and decide whether the figures
amount to $14,000,000,030, $23,000,000,-
000, or $30,000,000,000, so that when the
time comes when I again face the elec-
torate of my State I can go to them and
say that there has been agreement be-
tween these great apostles of progress.

Having been privileged to have done a
little research work in my time, I de-
termined that the best thing to do was
to have an accurate computation made,
in order to answer those who are the
unsuspecting doubters, those who may
have been led astray by this propaganda,
and to present the accurate figures to
those who otherwise would not get the
truth. I have prepared an analysis of
the legislation proposed by me in the
Eighty-first Congress.

There is a key to the analysis. “A”
deals with the first fiscal year annual
cost. “B” is the fiscal cost at peak year.
I have gone down the entire list of legis-
lation presented by the Senator from
Nebraska, starting right out with the
first bill he mentioned, to establish a
labor education extension service. I
heard the Senator from Nebraska say
that would cost something like two and
one half billion dollars. But according
to the best information the junior Sena-
tor from Minnesota has been able to get,
it will cost $25,000,000, at the maXimum,

Another piece of legislation to which
the Senator from Nebraska referred was
that dealing with the Inland Waterways
Corporation. The distinguished minor-
ity leader and the junior Senator from
Minnesota are cosponsoring that legis-
lation to increase the capital stock of the
Inland Waterways Corporation.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY, I yield.

Mr. WHERRY., The reason I co-
sponsored it was because I was identified
with that legislation last year and the
yvear before. I feel that the thing to do
is to get the Inland Waterways Corpora-
tion into the hands of private investors,
and that this is the way to do it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr.
WitHERS in the chair). The Chair does
not believe that Senators can settle polit-
ical questions by speaking back and
forth to each other. The Senator from
Minnesota can yield only for a question.



1949

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am glad to yield
for a question.

Mr, WHERRY. Is it not true that the
Senator from Nebraska has not only
sponsored this legislation this year, but
was a cosponsor with the late Senator
Overton of Louisiana, the theory being
that this appropriation, if it goes through,
will help to stabilize the Inland Water-
ways Corporation and permit it to oper=
ate until private enterprise can com-
pletely take over?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Increasing the cap-
italization of the Inland Waterways
Commission means a great deal to our
section of the country. .

The junior Senator from Minnesota
joined with the Senator from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. KiLcore] and other Senators
to remove illiteracy by adult education.
There are 5,000,000 illiterates in the
couniry. The cnly regret I have is that
the program is not extensive enough.
Illiteracy is the most expensive waste in
the country. The maximum total cost
will be $15,000,000. The United States
Chamber of Commerce has said that for
every dollar spent for adult education we
get a $4 return. So it would be well for
us to deduct from the items of the junior
Senator from Minnesota $60,000,000, be-
cause an investment of $15,000,000 will
yield at least $60,000,000.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr, PEFPER. Ithink I recall that Mr.
Hoover stated at one time that the na-
tional crime bill of the country was about
$15,000,000,000 a year.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota cannot yield for a
speech. He can yield only for a question.

Mr. PEPPER. Does not the Senator
believe that a great many contributions
to that criminal cost come from the
ranks of illiterates?

Mr. HUMPHREY. According to the
best evidence we have from famous
criminologists, the Federal Bureau of In-
vestigation, and educators, crime and
illiteracy go hand in hand. I am very
grateful for the observation of the Sena-
tor from Florida.

The next bill which the Senator from
Nebraska mentioned was Senate bill 522,
to provide for local public health units.
The junior Senator from Minnesota
joined in sponsoring that bill. I asked
for the privilege of cosponsoring that
legislation, because it is an honor and a
real privilege to work for the improve-
ment of public health facilities and the
general health of the American people.

The next bill to which the junior Sen-
ator from Minnesota attached his name
was a bill to include State and local gov-
ernment employees in old-age and sur-
vivors insurance benefits. That bill was
mentioned by the Senator from Ne-
braska, who said that no estimate of cost
was available.

The next item is milk parity. Yes, in-
deed, I believe in parity for the dairy
farmers. If the Senator from Nebraska
does not believe in parity for the dairy
farmers, let him say so. The junior Sen-
ator from Minnesota stands squarely for
a fair deal and a Fair Deal—capital “F”
and capital “D"—for the American dairy
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farmer, the American cereal-crop farmer,
or any other farmer.

The next bill which was mentioned by
the Senator from Nebraska was a bill to
provide aid to the physically handi-
capped. If we ever reach the point
where this great rich country of ours
cannot take care of the physically handi-
capped, we shall have lost all claim to
human decency. Our bill would cost a
little money—perhaps $5,000,000. If we
aid the physically handicapped, they will
produce a hundredfold. Today they are
a liability because they are nonproduc-
tive. With assistance, the physically
handicapped can become productive
citizens.

The next bill mentioned by the Senator
from Nebraska is the bill to establish
a Missouri Valley Authority. The dis-
tinguished Senator from Nebraska esti-
mates the cost at between $6,000,000,000
and $9,000,000,000. Let us get the record
clear. The program for the Missouri
Valley development has -already been
authorized by Congress. The Seventy-
ninfh and Eightieth 'Congresses both
took action on the authorization of the
Missouri Valley development—something
for which we in the Midwest have fought
for years. The Missouri Valley Author-
ity bill does not include one dollar of
authorization or appropriation. All it
does is to take over the Missouri Valley
development plans already authorized.

What we are doing is proposing a dif-
ferent type of administration, which the
Hoover Commission says will save mil-
lions of dollars. Those who are great
advocates of the Hoover Commission and
admirers of the great engineer—and he
is indeed a great engineer—should be
impressed by what the Hoover Commis-
sion has to say.

What does Mr. Hoover have to say
about the present Pick-Sloan plan?
What has he to say about development
of the Columbia and Missouri Valleys
under the Pick-Sloan plan? I will tell
the Senate what he says. He says that
it is wanton extravagance, waste, and
inefficiency. So it is not in order to talk
about appropriations. I submit that
unless we do something about revising
the river valley developments we are
going to have real waste. Do not take
my word for it. I am not an eXpert.
Look at the Hoover Commission’s report.

The Senator from Nebraska estimates
the cost at between $6,000,000,000 and
$9,000,000,000. I say to the Republican
policy committee, which has helped to
compile these statistics, according to the
Scripps-Howard newspapers: Shame on
you. When you are looking for facts, get
the facts, and do not go on an ethereal
fishing expedition and fish something out
of the Milky Way and bring it to the floor
of the Senate and say that the cost is
estimated at between $6,000,000,000 and
$9,000,000,000.

Then there is the Federal antilynch-
ing bill. I thank the distinguished mi-
nority leader for agreeing with me about
it. We do believe exactly the same way
on that.

Mr, WHERRY, And the anti-poll-tax
bill.

Mr. HUMPHREY. There will be some
expense for those bills.
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Then there is the school health service
bill. That bill was voted unanimously
on the floor of the Senate. It calls for
the expenditure of $35,000,000. Am I in
favor of it? Mr. President, when this
country cannot afford to spend $1.50 a
child for school health services, then I
say this country has lost all claim to say-
ing it is a democracy. Any Senator who
does not want to favor school health
services should stand up and be counted.
I am for it; I simply feel that $35,000,000
is not enough—to be penny pinching at
the expense of the American children.

Then there is the bill for medical edu-
cation. Yes, indeed, Mr. President; I
favor that. That will provide medical
education in areas where doctors are
scarce, Of course I favor medical edu-
cation, and so does the distinguished
leader of the Republican Party, the Sen-
ator from Ohio [Mr. Tarrl. In fact, he
has been for a good many of these meas-
ures.

Mr. LUCAS, Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. LUCAS. I have said before, I 8ay
to the Senator——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Speeches
cannot be made by a Senator who is
yielded to, for a Senator may be yielded
to only to ask a question, following
which there perhaps will be an answer.

Mr. LUCAS. Does not the Senator
from Minnesota agree that the Senator
from Ohio has been for practically every-
thing we Democrats have favored, except
for the last item, the so-called socialized
medicine bill?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Absolutely; and
when we reach the point of discussing
that, I wish to observe just who is the
Socialist.

Then there is the bill for aid to schools
because of war-incurred added respon-
sibilities for education. We voted on
that bill just last Saturday. Is it not
remarkable, Mr. President, that the Sen-
ate passed that bill? All I wish to say
is that if all I am ever condemned for
in my public life is that I want to give
a child a chance to go to school, T will
be a very honored man.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. 1 yield.

Mr. LUCAS. Dol correctly understand
that the distinguished minority leader
let that go by without objecting to it?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I must say that he
did, even though it involves an appro-
priation of $7,000,000.

Mr. LUCAS. Terrible.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes, indeed; such
a waste of public funds. Why, Mr. Pres-
ident, we could save several millions of
dollars by not having those children go
to school at all. But I will never be a
party to that.

1 suppose we do not have to fight about
the bill for aid to the Indian tribes.

Now we come to the Columbia Valley
Authority bill. This bill, introduced by
18 Senators, does not call for any in-
creased appropriations. It simply re-
organizes the present Army engineers,
Bureau of Reclamation, and Bonneville
projects into a well-knit and well-organ-
ized over-all plan which in fact would
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reduce administrative costs and would
increase the efficiency of operations.
Two hundred and thirty-three million
dollars is now being spent in the Colum-
bia Valley, and these eXpenditures are
increasing annually. It ‘s vital that we
begin to spend this amount efficiently
and intelligently. It is time we spent
our money with intelligence, Mr. Presi-
dent. Let Senators examine the Hoover
Commission report, and they will find
that the junior Senator from Minnesota
is doing very well.

The Mississippi River Parkway bill
simply authorized a survey to determine
the feasibility of a national Mississippi
parkway. This would be of great help to
our area. Yes; I am guilty of favoring
that bill.

Then there is the bill for the appro-
priation of $5,000,000 for school-con-
struection surveys and an authorization
for school construction in emergency
areas. Who objected on the floor of the
Senate when that bill was before the
Senate last Saturday? I want this vote
tQ go into the REecorp in indelible ink.
What Member of the Senate objected
last Saturday to having the Federal Gov-
ernment provide for the construction of
schools in emergency areas? The dis-
tinguished Senator from Ohio did.

Mr. President, I am in favor of the
emergency school construction; and I
say without fear of successful contra-
diction that every dollar that is put into
schools and public education will yield
fourfold, at & minimum. Some persons
can call such things expenditures if they
wish to call them that, but I call them
investments. The Metropolitan Life In-
surance Co. builds a large housing proj-
ect, but does anyone in the business world
say, “Just look at what the Metropolitan
Life Insurance Co, is doing. It is spend-
ing money. Look at all that waste”?
Oh, no, Mr. President. It is considered
an “investment.”

Others invest in education. I have
heard Members talk on the floor of the
Benate about their investment in educa-
tion. It seems to me that school edu-
cation is an investment.

Any country that can build race tracks,
night clubs, new bank buildings, and
new clubs for those who like to sit around
and smoke their big cigars and talk about
the good old days of the Republican
Party can afford to build a few schools,
and the people who sit around the clubs
can afford to pay for them, too.

The junior Senator from Minnesota is
next taken to task for the national
health program, comprising seven titles.
Bix of the titles are agreed to by both
the majority and the minority of the
committee. The only title that is in
controversy is the insurance title. I wish
to say that I would hate to believe the
accuracy of the Baltimore Sun’s figures
on the cost of the national health-service
program used by the minority leader. I
participated in a radio program last
Saturday with the distinguished leader
of the Republican Party, the Senator
from Ohio [Mr. Tarr]l. He said the na-
tional health-insurance program would
cost $6,000,000,000. I agree;Ithink that
is a correct estimate. It would be raised
by the payment of pay-roll taxes, by
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which the American people would pay
for their health care, and they would
not be on the gravy train, where the
Republican Party would have them, be-
cause the program of the Republican
Party for health would be paid out of
the Federal Treasury. But the Demo-
cratic Party believes in free enterprise
and free initiative, and we say a man
should pay for his health care.

I should like to see the distinguished
Senator from Ohio and the Baltimore
Sun get together in regard to their esti-
mates of the cost of the health program.
I have great respect for the Baltimore
Sun. It is' a fine newspaper; it has a
fine sports section; not only that, but I
like its Sunday comics, and I have re-
spect for some of its news articles,

But I am becoming upset in my con-
fidence in the honest, well-informed,
highly respected leadership of the Re-
publican Party.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, would
the Senator like to yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I vyield for a
question,

Mr. WHERRY. I ask the Senator if
he did not hear me say earlier today that
the Baltimore Sun has projected the
cost of all the welfare plans of Presi-
dent Truman, and has figured the total
cost over a period of 50 years; and over
a b0-year period the total cost is esti-
mated to amount to one trillion, two
hundred and fifty billion dollars. I also
said that no one on the floor of the
Senate had ever disputed that figure.
But now the junior Senator from Min-
nesota comes forward and says that
the Baltimore Sun is fine for its comics
a]nd sports news, but not for anything
else.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
dispute the authenticity of a 50-year
prognostication on the part of the Bal-
timore Sun or on the part of anybody.
Who can talk with accuracy about con-
ditions 50 years from now? I still dis-
pute the authenticity of the comments
of the distinguished junior Senator
from Nebraska or of anyone else who
may wish to project himself into the
future that far. Why, Mr, President,
50 years in the future, if the Republi-
can Party keeps on with what it is
doing, we shall not have a Republican
Party. Fifty years in the future, Mr.
President, if the Baltimore Sun con-
tinues its present editorial policy, we
shall not have a Baltimore Sun. The
American people are catching up with
all that.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. WHERRY. Does not the Senator
from Minnesota think that if his party
can keep on giving away as it has started
to do, we shall not have any Republic at
all in 50 years?

Mr, . Mr. President, I am
very glad the Senator from Nebraska
mentioned that.

Mr. WHERRY. Certainly.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Because, you know,
when we had a balanced budget and a
sound Government program and “confi-
dence” in business, and when we had a
Government with “good, substantial,
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conservative, hard-headed people” in
power, what did they do to this country?
We did not have “planners”; we did not
have “fancy, light-headed New Dealers,”
or idealistic Fair Dealers. But we had
the distinguished President Harding, the
distinguished President Coolidge, the dis-
tinguished President Hoover. Let me tell
you what they did.

Mr. WHERRY, Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Notnow, Mr. Presi-
dent.

Let me tell you what they did to the
farmers, President Hoover vetoed the
McNary-Haugen bill twice. The Repub-
licans at that time helped the farmer so
much that they put him into debt to the
extent of about $15,000,000,000 in mort-
gages, paying a high rate of interest.
They permitted the farmer's income to
go down 60 percent from 1919 to 1929,
They had the great Andrew Mellon as
Secretary of the Treasury; and the only
accomplishment of which he could boast
in that respect was a tax refund of about
$3,000,000. They had the Smoot-Hawley
tariff.

At that time, I was a boy, a young
chap, going to the University of Minne-
sota. Iremember that the National City
Bank of New York—after declaring a
dividend and getting their slice of the
melon—“What we need is to breed con-
fidence.”

The Republican Party won the elec-
tion in 1928. They had a balanced
budget. But what did the farmers have?
Did they have electricity or farm price
supports? No; but they had to pay 8
percent interest. Did they have Farm
Security or a Farm Credit Administra-
tion or old-age pensions or social secu-
rity?

In contrast, Mr. President, what have
the Democrats done for the country?
They took this couniry from a $32,000,-
000,000 national income up to a $250,-
000,000,000 national income, last year;
and the Senator from Nebraska and the
Senator from Minnesota and all their
relatives have done better under this
administration and under 16 years of
democracy than could have been done
in all the prior years of this country's
history.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a qguestion?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. WHERRY. And you give-awayers
have run up a public debt of $255,000,-
000,000.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Well—

Mr, WHERRY. And let me say——

Mr. HUMPHREY. I do not yield now.

Mr. WHERRY. Let me ask the Sena-
tor this question——

Mr. HUMPHREY. Not now. I have
the floor; do I not, Mr, President? I
believe I have.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Minnesota has the floor,
No other Senator is authorized to speak
or o interrupt the Senator who is speak-
ing, except to ask a question, if yielded
to for that purpose.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Let me say that
that $250,000,000,000 public debt stands
as a monument on the part of the Ameri-
can per.ple who are living; that war debts
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shows what the American people have
done to preserve their country. I re-
member wher the Republican Party said,
“If we ever get a public debt of over $45,-
000,000,000, the country will have gone
to the dogs.” That was only a few years
ago, Mr, President., They had political
palsy; they were quaking from the top to
the bottom.

How did we get this debt? We got it
because during the war we had to spend
from $90,000,000,000 to $100,000,000,000 a
year. The American' people went to a
deficii-financing program during the
war. It was a deliberate matter of public
policy.

The war debt piled up.

Let us talk a little about that debt. The
Seventy-ninth Congress levied a tax pro-
gram that in 1948 yielded a $8,400,000,000
surplus. At that time we were starting
to pay off the debt.

The Eightieth Republican Congress
surely helped the tax program. Repub-
lican Senators have talked a great deal
this afternoon about the McClellan reso-
lution. I say that it was simply a cover-
up for the mismanagement and the ill-
conceived tax policy of the Eightieth Con-
Eress.

What was the tax bill of the Eightieth
Congress? It was a rich man’s tax bill.
What did that bill do? In 1948 there was
a surplus of $8,400,000,000. In 1949 there
was a deficit of $1,500000,000. In 1850,
Mr. President, the deficit will be any-
where from $3,000,000.000 to $5,000,000,-
000 or possibly $6,000000,000. Why? I
will tell you why. It is because the author
of H. R. 1—and by the way, he is back in
Minnesota, running a small-town news-
paper now, and has been replaced by a
very distinguished Member of the House
of Representatives, a farmer who was not
in favor of House bill 1, nor were the peo-
ple of his district in favor of House bill 1.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will

the Senator yield?

Mr, HUMPHREY. DNot at this point.

Mr. President, what did House bill 1
do? That bill was sold to the American
people as the great tax-relief bill, Ishall
show the Senate what it did. I shall
talk now about married couples. I am
interested in married couples with de-
pendents, for I am a family man. I like
to think of folks having children if they
possibly can, So let us consider net in-
come before personal exemptions. What
is the percentage increase in income after
taxes under that law, for a family with
an income of $1,500 a year? The figures
I shall give come from a United States
Treasury Department bulletin.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. WHERRY. Did not President
Truman have a tax bill which was prac-
tically the same?

Mr. HUMPHREY. No.

Mr. WHERRY. Yes, he did—the same
thing, only under a different name.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate will be in order.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I ask
the Senator, Is it not = fact that he did?

Mr. HUMPHREY. No; itisnot a fact.
The fact is that President Truman vetoed
this bill.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

Mr. WHERRY. His own bill?

Mr. HUMPHREY, His own bill never
came here. Let us not talk about some-
thing which never happened. Let us
talk about something which happened.
The point I made is, the Republican
Party passed this bill. If the Senator
wants to defend the bill as being equita-
ble, I shall give him the privilege, for I
shall yield the floor in a few moments, I
want to point out what happened as a
result of that tax bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will advise Senators that the rules
of procedure must be followed. The
rules have been prescribed by the Senate,
and they should be observed. They do
not permit running colloguy between
Senators.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, as
I understand, I have the floor. Is that
correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota has the floor.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Presid-
ing Officer.

What did the tax bill provide? It pro-
vided that if ons had a net income, be-
fore exemptions, of $5,000, he would get a
4-percent increase in his take-home pay.
If he had a $10,000 income before per-
sonal exemptions, he got a 7.2-percent
increase in take-home pay. If he had a
$25,000 yearly income before personal ex-
emptions, he got a 20.1-percent increase
in take-home pay. If he had a $50,000
net income before personal exemptions,
he got a 30.1-percent increase in income
after taxes, or what we may call take-
home money, or what a man has that he
can spend. If he had a $100,000 income,
he got an increase in take-home money
of 45.1 percent. If he had a $250,000 net
personal income before exemptions, he
got an increase in take-home pay of 59.1
percent. That is a matter of record.
And if he had an income greater than
that, the percentages went on up.

That is the tax bill which was passed.
I say now, the Treasury would not be
having a deficit, we would not be having
this trouble, we would not have to have
the McClellan amendment and all these
economy speeches, if the tax bill which
was passed by the Republican Eightieth
Congress had never been put on the stat-
ute books. >

Mr. WHERRY. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I wanted to make
that clear, because it is my considered
judgment. :

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Minnesota yield to the
Senator from Nebraska?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield for a ques-
tion.

Mr. WHERRY. Is it not a fact that
the tax bill which the Republican Con-
gress passed took 7,000,000 people com-
pletely off the tax rolls?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Ishould say it was
6,000,000.

Mr, WHERRY. Was it 6,700,000?

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct.

Mr. WHERRY., I say it was about
7,000,000. Mr, President, will the Sen-
ator yield for a further question?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
may say it took 6,000,000 people off the
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tax roll, who had incomes of $600 a year.
So we were great benefactors. Is it not
wonderful to give people who have an
income of $600 a year all these oppor-
tunities? Just consider the magnani-
mous spirit. If a man has an income of
$600 a year, he is privileged never to pay
any Federal income taxes.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. If the Senator
wants to defend that——

Mr. WHERRY. I should like to ask
one more guestion in connection with
the matter of taxes.

Mr. HUMPEREY. 1 yield for a ques-
tion.

Mr. WHERRY. Is it not true that 71
percent of the tax benefit went to people
having an income of $5,000 or less?

Mr. HUMPHREY. If the Senator
means, is it not true that 71 percent of
the people who were benefited by the
tax law had incomes of less than $5.000
a year—to be sure; to be sure. But what
the junior Senator from Minnesota says
is that the percentage of take-home pay
under that tax bill favored the rich.
There is not a shadow of doubt as to
who got the money, not a shadow of
doubt. Senators know what is said about
fizures. It is perfectly true the vast ma-
jority of the American people have in-
comes of less than $5,000 a year.

Let us go a little further, The minor-
ity leader has pointed out to me very
graphically all the bills I have helped
to sponsor. Ihave them listed. I wanted
to clear up the Baltimore Sun’s argument
on this question. The Senator from
Ohio [Mr. Tart] referred to the subject.
I want to get that cleared up. It is fas-
cinating to me, and I know it is to some
of my colleagues.

I sponsored a bill to incorporate the
American Veterans Committee. I was
for the bill for the relief of the Winona
Machine & Foundry Co., and so was my
predecessor, and I think that company
should be given relief. They had a legiti-
mate war claim against the Government
for $7,148. I was for the bill to author-
ize the Federal Government to lease
Sandstone Prison to Minnesota, which
my distinguished colleague was fortunate
enough to have passed in the present
Congress, and which will mean a great
deal to the State of Minnesota. He is
to be commended for his very active sup-
port of the bill and for his success in
having it passed.

I am for veterans’ preference; cer-
tainly I am. Then there is the National
Commission on Intergovernmental Re-
lations. I introduced a resolution for
an FBI investigation of the Victor Reu-
ther shooting.

I am for a Leif Erickson Memorial. I
am for a Near East Survey Commission,
and T am for the St. Lawrence seaway,
too. I am for vocational rehabilitation;
and, with the distinguished Senator from
North Dakota [Mr. Lancer], in the case
of the Department of Agriculture appro-
priation bill I favored the appropriation
of more money for the REA's. The lat-
ter project is listed in the compilation of
the Republican policy committee as an
expenditure. Yet in fact it is nothing
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more nor less than a loan which pays 2
percent interest.

Mr. President, in order that there may
be complete accuracy, I submit for the
REecorp, the complete analysis and state-
ment of legislation proposed by the jun-
jor Senator from Mlnnesota in the
Eighty-first Congress.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Isthere
objection?

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

LEGISLATION PROPOSED BY SENATOR HUBERT H.
HUMPHREY, OF MINNESOTA, IN THE EIGHTY-
FIRST CONGRESS

(Eey: A, first fiscal year’s annual cost; B,
fiscal cost at peak year)

8. 110: To establish a Labor Education Ex-
tension Service.

A—$1,000,000 (maximum),

B—825,000,000 (estimate).

In this bill I joined with Senators MoRse,
TroMAS, AIREN, THYE, and DoucLAas to pro-
vide for college extension education work for
wage earners on a basis similar to that which
now exists for farmers through agricultural
extension. Since very few of the universities
are sufficiently well organized now, my estl-
mate 1s $1,000,000 cost for the first year. At
its peak, serving all 48 States and 40,000,000
wage earners, my estimated annual cost is
$25,000,000, as compared with $65,000,000 for
agricultural extension, $33,000,000 of which
is the Federal contribution.

8. 211: Inland Waterways Commission.

A—None,

B—None,

This bill would increase the capitalization
of the Inland Waterways Corporation by a
Federal loan of $18,000,000 which would be
self-liquidating. The Inland Waterways
Corporation provides over-all common car-
rier water service to both large and small
shippers, and through its Federal barge lines
insures low competitive rates. This Is an
important service for Minnesota agriculture
and commerce, I am joined by 15 Senators
in sponsoring this legislation.

8. 320: To remove illiteracy by adult edu-
cation.

A—$5,000,000.

B—#$15,000,000.

According to the 1940 census 10,000,000
citizens had less than 5 years of school and
were illiterate. I joined with Senators Kir-
GORE, MaGgNUsON, and MORsE to aid the States
to maintain adult education programs for
basic elementary school education.

8. 522: To provide for local public health
units.

A—§250,000.

B—840,000 000 (estimate).

More than 40,000,000 Americans are living
in areas not served by loeal public-health
units, mostly because their communities can-
not afford to provide the staff and equip-
ment necessary for these projects. I joined
with 12 Senators in sponsoring this Federal
grant program to States to provide public-
healtl services, It is difficult to estimate
the cost to the Federal Government, since
that will depend on the need and extent of
State participation.

S. 831: To include State and local gov-
ernment employees in old age and survivors
insurance

&—-—None

B—None.

This bill will allow a State or any political
subdivision if it so wishes to allow its em-
ployees to be subject to the old age and sur-
vivors insurance program.

S. 881: Milk parity.

A—None,

B—None.

I introduced this bill to direct Secretary
of Agriculture to announce the parity price
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of milk and milk products. This was crucial
to the preservation of our dairy industry.

B. 1066: Aid to the physically handicapped.

A—$5,250,000.

B—8§5,250,000.

Beventeen Senators are jolned with me in
this bill to provide medical services, educa-
tion, vocational guidance, employment op-
portunities, and other assistance to the blind,
deaf, and other physically handicapped. The
bill also provides for a rehabilitation pro-
gram and for assistance to the States in
grants of $60 per month to those so physi-
cally handicapped that they are unable to be
rehabilitated for employment.

S. 1160: To establish a Missouri Valley
Authority.

A—None,

B—None,

Sixteen Senators are Joined in this bill to
replace the present plans now in operation
in the Missouri River Basin sponsored by
the Army engineers and the Bureau of Recla~-
mation (Pick-Sloan plan). An MVA would
create an over-all authority and will result
in a net saving to the American people.
The MVA bill would not mean any increased
appropriation over what would be spent for
developing a Missouri Valley Basin, Rather
it is estimated that a MVA will reduce the
total cost by one-third or more. The Pick-
Sloan plan now plans to expend more than
$1,000,000,000 annually, That amount could
be reduced so that at its peak only $400,-
000,000 would be required under MVA.

S. 1404: Federal antilynching bill.

A—None.

B—None.

This is & measure designed to carry out
the President’s civil rights program by mak-
ing lynching a Federal crime.

8. 1411: School health service.

A—8$35,000,000.

B—$35,000,000.

This bill received the unanimous support
of all members of the Senate Labor and
Public Welfare Committee, Democrats and
Republicans. It provides assistance to the
States for health services for school children
in orde. to develop programs of disease pre-
vention, diagnosis, and treatment.

B. 1453: Medical education.

A—8§47,000,000.

B—§72,000,000.

This bill has the unanimous support of
the Senate Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare. Evidence presented by college
presidents and medical experts was over-
whelming for the need of more doctors, den-
tists, and nurses, particularly in rural areas,
small towns, and veterans' hospitals. This
bill provides for scholarship assistance to
alleviate the shortage of a 5-year emergency
period. Every dollar spent here is a great
saving in human lives and suffering.

8. 1515: War emergency school asslstance.

A—None.

B—None,

The Federal Government is already pro-
viding assistance to local school facilities
overburdened by war activities. This bill
would not authorize further funds but would
liberalize administrative provisions.

S.1633. Ald to Indian tribes.

A—None.

B—None.

8.1645: Columbia Valley Authority.

A—None.

B—None.

This bill, introduced by 18 Senators, does
not call for any increased appropriations.
It simply reorganizes the present Army En-
gineers, Bureau of Reclamation, and Bonne-
ville project into a well knit and well or-
ganized over-all plan which in fact would
reduce administrative costs and increase the
efficlency of operations. Two hundred and
thirty-three million dollars is now being
spent in the Columbia Valley and those ex-
penditures are increasing annually. It i=
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vital that we begin to spend this amount
efficiently and intelligently.

S. 1649: Mississippi River Parkway,

A, B—8250,000.

This bill simply authorized a survey to
determine the feasibllity of a national Mis-
sissippl parkway. This would be of great
help to our area.

S. 1670, S. 2317: School construction.

A—§5,000,000.

B—$100,000,000.

Educators are all agreed that Federal as-
sistance to States to build schools is essential
if our children are not to suffer increasingly
from improper and poor education. I was
chairman of the Senate subcommittee to
study this problem and the evidence was
unanimous. 8. 2317 which I have intro-
duced 1s a substitute for 8. 1670, and provides
for a survey of the whole problem for the
first year with emergency assistance as guick-
ly as possible. It is difficult to estimate the
total cost of the project as that would de-
pend on the school population and the need.

B, 1679: National health program.

A—$10,000,000.

B—#6,000,000,000 (estimate).

It is very difficult to estimate the cost of
health legislation. Any such estimate, how-
ever, must take into account the fact that
the American people now spend more than
£6,000,000,000 on medical bills. The medical
cost for the Nation as a whole is estimated
at $27,000,000,000 in wages and productivity
lost. To place health care on an insurance
basis would make health cost a financial
reality for the American people, a vast num-
ber of whom cannot now afford medical
services. This means a saving to Americans,
not only financlally, but in terms of lives
and human suffering.

5. 1734: A Commission on Civil Rights.

A—None.

B—None.

This bill carries out the provisions of the
President's civil rights program by establish-
ing a Commission on Civil Rights.

8.1772: To provide certain benefits for cer.
tain employees in the postal fleld service.

A—None.

B—None.

This bill provides for additional benefits to
certain postmasters and employees in the
postal fleld service with respect to annual and
sick leave, longevity pay, and promotion.

8. 1805: Cooperative health.

A—$25,000,000 (includes loans).

B—$25,000,000 (includes loans).

The $25,000,000 to be appropriated under
the terms of this bill is to be used primarily
for funds which are to be repaid with in-
terest. The purpose of this bill is to aid
rural and other areas to obtain the best of
medical services by permitting loans and
grants to cooperatives and nonprofit asso-
clations so that they can acquire, construct,
and equip health centers.

B.1839: Incorporate the American Veter-
ans.Committee.

A—DNone.

B—None.

S.19804: For the rellef of the Winona Ma-
chine & Foundry Co.

A, B—§7,148.

This is to settle a legitimate war claim.

5.1886: To authorize the Federal Govern-
ment to lease Sandstone prison to Minne-
sota,

A—None,

B—None.

This bill authorizes the Attorney General
to lease to the State of Minnesota the Fed-
eral correctional institution at Sandstone
should it no longer be needed by the Depart-
ment of Justice.

S. 1937: Veterans' preference.

A—DNone.

B—None.

This bill provides special assistance to vet-
erans with service-connected disabilities of
60 percent or more,
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8. 1934. National Commission on Intergov-
ernmental Relations.

A—None.

B—None.

I was one of 20 Senators who introduced
this bill to make a comprehensive survey of
the relationships between the national, State,
and local governments of the United States.

Senate Resolution 113: Air coach lines.

A—DNone,

B—None.

Benate Resolution 120: Victor Reuther.

A—None.

one.

This resolution urges the Department of
Justice to Investigate the attempted assas-
sination of Mr. Reuther.

Senate Joint Resolution 44: Leif Erickson.

A, B—$20,000 (maximum).

Senate Joint Resolution 98: Near East Sur-
vey Commission.

A—None,

B—None.

This resolution provides for a comprehen-
sive inquiry to aid the United States and the
United Nations in deciding on plans with
regard to the economic development of the
Near East.

Senate Joint Resolution £9: St. Lawrence
Beaway.

A—DNone.

B—None,

This year's budget provides for an ex-
penditure of $20,000,000 which will be com-
pletely self-liquidating. All the.funds ap-
propriated will be self-liquidating. Its pur-
pose s to approve an agreement between the
United States and Canada for the develop-
ment of the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Basin
which will open up the Great Lakes to ocean
low-cost shipping, as well as expend the
water power of the St. Lawrence. This will
be of great assistance to our area.

H. R. 2023: Oleomargarine.

A—None.

B—None.

I was one of 26 Senators to introduce this
bill to repeal the oleo tax and regulate the
sale of cleo. This bill has the approval of all
farm and dairy groups.

H. R. 3333: Vocational rehabilitation.

A—None,

B—None.

My amendment in connection with this
legislation does not provide for additional
funds. It is simply to earmark out of al-
ready appropriated funds $250,000 for voca-
tional rehabilitation centers and facilities.

H. R. 30897: Department cf Agriculture ap-
propriation,

A—None.

B—None,

My amendments to the agricultural appro-
priations bill are all in the form of expanding
the local facllities of the Department by
$151,000,000 for REA loans to farmers and for
particular asslstance so that farmers could
borrow money for telephone facilities on an
REA basis.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, just
one or two other items. I have another
note here which I want to bring to the
atter:tion of my colleagues, after which I
shall yield the floor. I have heard, as
the majority leader pointed out, much
said about welfare states, socialism, and
other things of similar character, I
heard it stated that the junior Senator
from Minnesota had said perhaps we
could cut from the budget about $2,000,-
000,000. I may say that with $450,000,-
000 taken from the budget estimate on
ECA; with about $1,250,000,000 taken
from the budget estimate for the armed
services appropriation, we have come
pretty close to cutting from the budget
what the junior Senator from Minne-
sota said he thought could be cut from it.
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I pointed out I was going to support the
committee, and 99 percent of the votes
of the junior Senator from Minnesota
have been in support of the Appropria-
tions Committee, because I have confi-
dence in the committee. I think the Ap-
propriations Committee is equipped by
personnel and by a staff to know what
they are doing. There have been one or
two times when I have voted for in-
creases above the recommendations of
the Appropriations Committee, but it has
been after full debate on the floor of the
Senate.

The junior Senator from Minnesota
has voted for appropriations. I voted
for them because I thought they were
important. I voted for appropriations
to pay for the interest on the national
debt. I believe in the monetary system,
and in our free-enterprise system. I
voted for appropriations for ECA, for
foreign aid, and I voted for appropria-
tions for veterans’ benefits. I voted for
appropriations for national defense.

I should like to remind the distin-
guished minority leader of a fact which
I think has escaped the attention of some
persons. The war is not over. Some
people think we can turn off the spigot
of war and turn on the spigot of peace;
but the war is far from being over. We
are still paying the price of war, and
we shall be paying it for years to come.
There may be those around us who do
not think we ought to have deficit
financing. But I submit to the Senators,
we cannot renege on our obligations. We
have made a commitment in the North
Atlantic Pact that if there is aggression
in Europe, we shall go to war. I ask the
budget balancers, are we going to bal-
ance the budget then, too?

I suppose we shall have to have an
economy argument before we put into
effect the North Atlantic Pact.

The Senator from Minnesota voted
for national defense appropriations, be-
cause he remembered the bitter debates
regarding those who failed to vote for
the fortification of Guam. I remember
the bitter arguments about those who
failed to vote the money that should
have been voted for Pearl Harbor. I
think, as one young man, I have learned
a lesson, and I am not going to be a party
to any penny-pinching economy. I
know that there is a war menace loose
in the world, and I do not expect the
United States of America to be defended
by the New York Police Department.

I will say the same thing about ECA
as I said in the early hours of this debate.
When we have the Communist menace
on the run, when we are able to cause
trouble for Stalin in Europe, when we
are able to help those nations back on
their feet, when we are able to save what
remnants of democracy there may be
left in Europe, do Senators think it is
economy to start penny pinching? We
paid an average of $100,000,000,000 a year
to fight World War II. That was a
cheap war as compared with a world
war III. So long as we have the forces
of reaction on the run we should put on
the pressure. Now is the time to keep
on going,

What does the Republican Party stand
for? We know they are not for social-
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ism. They have said that. They are
not for communism. I do not know
whether they are for the Liberty League.
They have not renounced it. I am sure
they are not for the program they stood
for in 1932. We can criticize the Gays of
the New Deal, but the only criticism the
Republican Party has is to sa; “Me {00.”
Everything we have put up the Republi-
can Pariy has eventually come around
to. They are strong supporter: of social
security, but in 1936 they fought it as
undermining the Republic.

We stood for social security, old-age
pensions, help for the aged and blind,
children and mothers, and the Republi-
can Party fought against them as if they
were the socialism about which we are
hearing today. I am grateful that the
Republican Party has been impressed by
the value of the New D=zal and Fair Deal
objectives. I am grateful that now, 10
years later, or 8 years later, they have
taken those programs into their bosoms.

To what program is the minority op-
posed? Here is the program of the Fair
Deal: We believe in FHA. There were
people who did not believe in it, in the
past. Big loan companies testified
against it.

We believe in REA. There were forces
of reaction which did not believe in that,
either,

We believe in Federal deposit insur-
ance. All of those things changed the
pattern of America. We believe in so-
cial security, old-age pensions, aid to the
blind, aid to mothers and children; we
believe in unemployment compensation
and we thiuk it should be somewhat ad-
justed with the cost of living.

We believe in price supports for Amer-
ican farmers, and in cheap farm credit.

We believe in public health, soil con-
servation, better educational systems, in
the regulation of the stock market, and
in public power and federally owned
transmission lines.

The State of Nebraska has public pow-
er. If there is any one State which is
really socialistic, it is the State of Ne-
braska. Socialism means the public
ownership of the means of production
and distribution. It means the owner-
ship by the State of the means of produc-
tion and distribution. No State in the
Union has a finer system of public power
than has the State of Nebraska.

We believe in the Tennessee Valley Au-
thority. We believe in higher wages. We
want them to be at least 75 cents an hour.
We believe in a fair labor law based upon
the Wagner Act.

Those are the essential objectives of
our program. If anyone wants to call
that socialism, the people of America
have never been frightened by calling
names. The Republican Party has
earned credit for being the greatest
name-calling organization in politics. It
has called more names and received few-
er votes and has won fewer elections
than any other political party.

The Republican Party has 95 percent
of the newspapers on its side, but the
American people have a good, calm sense
of judgment, and they went right to the
ballot box, where people do not put in
dollars; we do not win elections by put-
ting dollar bills into ballot boxes. They
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put pieces of paper in the ballot boxes,
with little “X’s" marked on them. The
American people have repudiated the
scarecrow leadership of the Republican
Party since 1932, The American people
have repudiated the misleading infor-
mation of some of the commentators and
editorial writers of the vast majority of
American newspapers, and the American
people have gone ahead to increase their
families, to improve their homes, to im-
prove America. Their sons and daugh-
ters won a war, and they are willing to
pay their fair share of the cost.

Never did I feel more confident about
the election in 1850 than at this moment,
because, so far as the Republican Party
is concerned, it will hang up its political
searecrow, and the American people will
send back to the Senate a new group of
fighting freshman Senafors, and to the
House an overwhelming group of fight-
ing Representatives. American progress
will be on the move.

I yield the floor.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I want
to congratulate the Senator for coming
back to his real philosophy before he
closed. He started out on an economy
drive with $2,000,000,000 and wound up
with the big give-away show about which
I have been talking—the Brannan plan.
He is for socialized medicine, Federal aid
to education, and controlling the curricu-
lums of the schools. I am opposed to
that kind of a program, and I shall fight
it to the last. Pleas are being made for
more aid, for more funds. The Ameri-
can people are not asking for the Bran-
nan plan; they are not asking for social-
ized medicine, or the Murray-Wagner-
Dingell bill. They are not asking for the
kind of socialism advocated by the junior
Senator from Minnesota. I hope the
American people will speak. . They will
not speak with dollars. They are going
to speak with ballots, come November
next year, and they will not vote for
those who plunged this country further
into debt to a point where it can never
liguidate. Chief Justice Vinson has said
that when taxes take more than 25 cents
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out of each dollar, the saturation point
has been reached. Today each and every
one of us is paying 33 cents out of every
dollar for Federal, State, and local taxes,

Mr. President, I say that this country
cannot long exist if we are to continue
to follow the New Dealers, give every-
thing away on earth, and increase the
debt from $250,000,000,000 by billions
upon billions, as they are seeking to do
at this very moment. It will not be the
Republican Party that will fade out of
the picture, it will be the Republic itself,

The junior Senator from Minnesota
can stand up for all the socialism he
wants to, he can breathe it into the ears
of young Americans, and he can go just
as far as he pleases, That is his busi-
ness. But I for one still believe in the
free enterprise system in the United
States. If being opposed to socialism
means that I believe in the ideology of
McEinley, very well, T will accept the
challenge, What we need today is a few
more honest-to-goodness Americans who
believe in that, instead of the ideology
that is being preached and the ideclogy
that is being practiced in western Europe,
and being practiced here and there
throughout the United States of Ameri-
ica. It never has worked, it will not
work now, but it will destroy the funda-
mental principles upon which this Gov-
ernment has been founded. The Sena-
tor can have it, he can have all the so-
cialism he wants, and when he gets
through he will be in a dietatorship, and
we will lose the very freedom of which
the junior Senator has been boasting
this afternoon.

That is what you are doing to the
young people of this country, that is what
you are doing in Minnesota, that is what
you are doing in the United States. Be-
lieve me, I am going to fight to the last
ditch to oppose socialism., It is said
I have not a program, That is the best
program anyone can stand on today, it
is the most constructive program—to de-
fend America, the freedoms of America.
That is the most liberal program one can
stand on today.

Republicans
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Mr. HUMPHREY. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr., WEERRY. I will not yield now.
That is the most liberal program any-
one can follow, to preserve for the boys
and girls of America the freedoms we
have known for 160 years.

Mr, President, this country did not be-
come great on the foundations of social-
ism this man is teaching and preaching
to the young people of this country.
This country grew great because the
free-enterprise system, because of the
freedom of opportunity and the junior
Senator from Minnesota is hamstring-
ing it.

Mr. HUMPHREY., Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. WHERRY. He is going to make
a dictatorship out of this country. That
is the end of socialism, that is the history
of socialism, and that is exactly what
we can expect.

Mr, President, I am not going to yield
until I finish. The majority leader made
all of his speech on the statement that
the ConNGRrREssIONAL RECORD did not reveal
the number of pages which were used by
the Republicans and the Democrats. I
wish to cubmit some figures for the
record. I do not like to make the re-
quest in th: absence of the majority
leader, but if I can have fair play on the
part of the Senator who is now the acting
majority leader, I should like to present
figures as to the space occupied by in-
dividual Senators in the CoONGRESSIONAL
Recorp in the way of speeches, the rec-
ord having been compiled by the Senate
Library. It does not include insertions
in the Recorp. This is further evidence
that the statement I made over the radio
and on the floor this afternoon was ab-
solutely authentic. I should like to
place the figures In the REcorp at this
point.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

There being no objection, the matter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

January

February

Reods.. o)
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Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, when
I spoke on the Senate floor, while the
majority leader was making his remarks,
I did say that I thought the people
of this country had lost confidence. In
what? I said in the administration. I
said 6 months ago they began to lose

legislation, instead of talking about this
thing and that thing, and this particular
group and that one, and then going to
Englend with large numbers of our young
people and breathing into their ears the
theories of socialism, It is all right for
them to know -about it, but the funda-

confidence, and I am satisfled that is mental thing we should do is to continue

true. If it is not, what was all this diffi-
culty about wanting to stop the wheels
of Government—wanting to stop the re-
cession, as it is called?

Mr. President, I say that the thing for
the Congress to do is to pass only the
necessary legislation, and certainly that
is not socialism; that is not advocating
tha principles of the welfare state, which
the Senator from Minnesota champions;
and I am not saying he has not a right
to do that.

We should go home before there can
be passed some of the legislation pro-
posed—Ilegislation increasing the .debt
and the taxes upon the American peo-

the great free-enterprise system and pay
off all the debt we can, cut the costs of
Government, as the junior Senator from
Minnesota was attempting to do when he
started out to cut $2,000,000,000 from the
appropriations, but wound up by telling
me we were going to have to spend bil-
lions in the foreign countries and give
them everything they wanted. ,

Personally, I am just one man from
Nebraska.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Will the Senator
yield? -

Mr. WHERRY. In a moment. Per-
haps I do not have all the following in
the United States Senate I should have.

ple—which will become unbearable, and , More than once this afternoon the junior

which will wreck this country financially
and politically.

Oh, yes; some on the other side are
laughing, but they will see the day when
the American people, especially the work-
ingman, will once again plead for the
principles of free enterprise and freedom
which they have had under the greatest
government on the face of the earth,
which has been anything but socialism.
I say that with sincerity in my heart.

I wish we could get this man from
Minnesota to plead for free enterprise
and the competitive system, and offer

Senator from Minnesota with delight
mentioned the senior Senator from Ohio
as the great leader of the Republican
Party. That is fine. I know he ap-
preciates the como>liment. But let me
tell the Senator that the junior Senator
from Nebraska is not asking for any
honor or glory, but he has the courage
to vote against socialismm and these ap-
propriations, and I am going to continue
to do so as long as I am in the Senate,

Now I yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr. President, I
should like to ask the distinguished mi-

nority leader, since he has expressed his
great interest in and affection for free
enterprise and the competitive system,
how he voted upon the motion to recon-
sider Senate bill 1008, which is known as
the basing-point legislation.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, there
is no use going into another debate on
S. 1008.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I merely wanted to
know how the Senator voted.

Mr. WHERRY. I was not the one who
moved to bring forward that bill, but I
tell the Senator from Minnesota that
one who wants cement in Minnesota to-
day cannot get it as cheaply as he could
have gotten it if he had let the bill go
through and let the cement manufactur-
ers send cement into his State, He is just
pushing the people back 150 miles -and

saying, “That is as far as you can go.”

The decision made by the Supreme Court
is one of the decisions which have done
more to impede free enterprise than any-
thing else, and unless we can change it
and bring some stability out of the con-
fusion in which we now find ourselves, I
tell the Senator that the free enterprise
system is in serious danger. Men in
Minnesota have pleaded with me to as-
sist in getting legislation to permit the
steel companies of Pittsburgh to absorb
the freight so that they could ship and
sell their products to the people of that
area. Unless they can get it done, they
will have to move defense plants now lo-
cated there. It is foolish for a man to
stand on the floor and say that S. 1008
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in any way would restrict private
enterprise.

I say on this floor that I will do as
much as will the Senator from Minnesota
in getting legislation, if he wants to go
into that matter, to prevent monopoly,
and I have a record of 7 years of working
for the small-business men of this coun-
try, and I will stake my case on what I
have done in those 7 years. I say now
that the failure to secure action on the
particular bill the Senator is talking
about is a disgrace. A conference should
have been had on it. We should have
agreed to the report, and put at rest the
confusion in which we now find our-
selves, which is making an issue of ab-
sorption of freight, resulting in constric-
tion of territory in which business can-
not continue to exist.

Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. WHERRY. I yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY, Does the Senator
support the Carroll amendment to House
bill 1008? I ask the question on the basis
that all the small-business organizations
of Ameriea, including such organizations
as the National Association of Retail
Druggists, are in support of the Carroll
amendment. I wonder how the Senator
stands on the Carroll amendment.

Mr. WHERRY. I will tell the Senator
exactly how I stand on it. I would go
along with the distinguished Senator
from Minnesota and completely elimi-
nate section 3, which has to do mostly
with what the Senator is talking about.
But on the guestion of freight absorp-
tion, I think the Carroll amendment nul-
lifies the Kefauver amendment, and if
adopted, it will nullify the provision en-
tirely so we will not know where we are.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. WHERRY. Wait a minute. Let
me finish.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Nebraska declines to yield.

Mr. WHERRY. No; I am not going to
refuse to yield, but I should like to finish
my statement, if I may. The Senator
wants to put words in my mouth. I cer-
tainly am not for the Carroll amendment
as an amendment to the Kefauver
amendment in the second section of the
bill, because if that amendment is adopt-
ed, it will Jeave us just where we now are,
Does the Senator from Minnesota agree
with that statement?

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from
Minnesota would merely say to the Sen-
ator from Nebraska that he is for the
Carroll amendments as they are written.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will be obliged to declare Senators
out of order if they do not abide by the
rules.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, the
Senator from Minnesota refuses to an-
swer my question. So I shall now
endeavor to conclude once again.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Nebraska has no right to
ask the Senator from Minnesota a ques-
tion.

Mr. WHERRY. That is correct, Mr.
President. I do not want to breach the
rules. The Senator from EKentucky has
been an excellent Presiding Officer,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is merely trying to keep Senators
within the rules.

Mr. WHERRY., Mr. President, I want
to conclude with this fina] statement:
There are those who talk about economy
who do not vote their convictions. That
certainly has been demonstrated by the
record of the majority leader and that of
the junior Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. HUMPHREY., Mr, President, I
desire to make a comment on the Sena-
tor's statement before we conclude the
session. I feel it is only a matter of
personal privilege for the junior Senator
from Minnesota to try to set at ease the
mind of the distinguished minority
leader by saying that his political faith
is that of a Democrat and not that of a
Socialist. His economic philosophy is
that of a free enterpriser, and not that
of a monopolist. I do not speak only
on the basis of theory, but I speak from
experience. I am sure many of my dis-
tinguished colleagues are participants in
the business community. I have always
pointed with pride to the fact that my
business experience has peen in a corner
drugstore, in which business I am a
partner.

I stand in defense of American liber-
ties. I stand for the defense of true
free enterprise in this country, free from
monopolies. That is my faith.

Mr. WHERRY rose.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Minnesota yield to the
Senator from Nebraska?

Mr. WHERRY. No, Mr. President, I
wish to speak after the Senator shall
have concluded.

RECESS

Mr. HUMPHREY. Since the business
of the Senate is pretty well concluded for
today, in the absence of the majority
leader, I, as acting majority leader now
move that the Senate tdake a recess until
12 o'clock noon tomorrow.

Mr. WHERRY. I do not object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the motion of the Senator
from Minnesota.

The motion was agreed to, and (at 7
o'clock and 15 minutes p. m.) the Senate
took a recess until tomorrow, Tuesday,
August 30, 1949, at 12 o’clock meridian.

SENATE
TuvespAy, Avcust 30, 1949

(Legislative day of Thursday, June 2,
1949) "

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
on the expiration of the recess.

Rev. Bernard Braskamp, D. D., pastor
of the Gunton-Temple Memorial Presby-
terian Church, Washington, D. C., offered
the following prayer:

Most mereciful and gracious God, in
this moment of sacred communion we
are praying for ourselves and for one an-
other, seeking together those blessings
which none can ever find or enjoy alone.

May we daily live among our fellow
men as the messengers and mediators of

Avcust 30

helpfulness and hopefulness. May our
character and conduct be to others a
source of strength and encouragement.

Grant that we may have more of the
mind and mood of the Master which
alone can brigge the chasms that divide
the members of the human family.

We live in one world; make us one in
spirit. Show us how our declarations of
interdependence and oneness with all
mankind may become a blessed reality,

In Christ's name we bring our peti-
tions. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. Lucas, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Monday,
August 29, 1949, was dispensed with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT—
APPROVAL OF BILLS

Messages in writing from the President
of the United States were communicated
to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his
secretaries, and he announced that the
President had approved and signed the
following acts:

On August 27, 1949:

5.259. An act to discontinue divisions of

the court in the district of Kansas.
On August 20, 1949:

B.1962. An act to amend the cotton and
wheat marketing quota provisions of the
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1038, as
amended; and

5.2391. An act to authorize the construc-
tion, operation, and maintenance of the
Weber Basin reclamation project, Utah.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—ENROLLED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS SIGNED

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Swanson, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
Speaker pro tempore had afiixed his sig-
nature to the following enrolled bills and
joint resolutions, and they were signed
by the Vice President:

5.936. An act to provide for the care and
custody of insane persons charged with or
convicted of offenses against the United
States, and for other purposes;

8.973. An act to exempt from taxation cer-
taln property of the National Soclety of the
Colonial Dames of America in the District
of Columbia;

8.1250. An act extending the Institute of
Inter-American Affairs;

8.1859. An act to transfer from the Ad-
ministrator of Veterans' Affairs to the Attor-
ney General of the United States for the use
of the Bureau of Prisons, a certain tract of
land located at Chillicothe, Ohio;

S.2146. An act to provide certain addi-
tional rehabilitatlon assistance for certain
seriously disabled veterans in order to remove
an existing inequality;

5.2298. An act to authorize the Adminis-
trator of Veterans' Affairs to convey certain
lands and to lease certain other land to Mil-
waukee County, Wis.;

H.R.225. An act to repeal section 460 of
the act of March 3, 1899 (30 Stat. 1336), as
amended, providing for certain license taxes
in the Territory of Alaska;

H.R.632. An act for the relief of John E.
Burns;

H. R. 807. An act for the relief of Chattooga
County, Ga.;

H.R. 1065. An act for the relief of the es-
tate of James Lander Thomas;

H.R. 1132, An act for the rellef of Mabel
H. Slocum;

H. R.1446. An act for the relief of Conrad
L. Wirth;
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